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SUMMARY 

(       )  Draft  (X)  Final  Environmental  Statement 

Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

1 .  Brie f  descrip  tion  of  ac tion : 

A  study  of  the  Fortymile  River  was  conducted  pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 
(Public  Law  92-203)  and  recommends  legislative  action  to  include  375  miles  of  the  Fortymile  River 
drainage  system  in  Alaska  and  320,000  acres  of  adjacent  land  located  along  the  United  States-Canada 
border  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  under  administration  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  Lateral  boundaries  would  not  exceed  an  average  of  1  mile  on  either  side  of  the  river. 

3.  Summary  of  environmental  impact  and  adverse  environmental  effects: 

Inclusion  of  the  375-mile  segment  of  the  Fortymile  River  and  its  principal  tributaries  together  with 
320,000  acres  comprising  their  immediate  environments  in  the  National  System  will  have  an  overall 
effect  of  preserving  existing  scenic  recreational,  historic,  and  water  quality  values  of  the  river.  Adjacent 
lands  would  be  retained  in  their  existing  condition.  Commercial  and  residential  use  within  the  proposed 
area  will  be  regulated.  Mining  in  scenic  and  recreational  river  areas  will  be  permitted  under  regulations  to 
provide  safeguards  against  pollution  and  unnecessary  impairment  of  the  scenery.  Subject  to  existing 
valid  rights,  mining  would  be  prohibited  in  wild  river  areas  (approximately  40  percent  of  the  area). 

4.  Alternatives  considered: 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  action,  other  alternatives  considered  were  (1)  no  action,  (2)  State 
management,  (3)  Native  management,  (4)  different  segments,  (5)  different  classification,  (6)  inclusion  in 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 

5.  Comments  were  requested  from  the  following: 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  *Geological  Survey 

'Department  of  Agriculture  *Alaska  Power  Administration 

'Department  of  Defense  'Bureau  of  Mines 

'Department  of  Commerce  'Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

'Environmental  Protection  Agency  Department  of  State 

Federal  Power  Commission  'State  of  Alaska  Clearinghouse 

'Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare  'Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission 
'Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development        'Doyon,  Ltd. 

'Department  of  Transportation  Dot  Lake,  Alaska 

Department  of  the  Interior  Northway,  Alaska 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  Tanacross,  Alaska 

'National  Park  Service  Tetlin,  Alaska 

'Bureau  of  Land  Management  Tanana  Chiefs  Conference 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
'Comments  have  been  received  and  are  included 

6.  State  statemen  t  made  available  to  CEQ  and  the  public : 
Draft  12/18/73 

Final 
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I.     DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


PROPOSAL 


This  statement  concerns  a  proposal  recommending 
375  miles  of  the  more  than  1,000  miles  of  the 
Fortymile  River  and  its  principal  tributaries  in 
Alaska  together  with  320,000  acres  of  land 
comprising  their  immediate  environments  be 
designated  by  the  Congress  as  a  component  of  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System;  that  161 
miles  of  free-flowing  stream  including  portions  of 
the  Mosquito,  Middle  and  North  Forks,  and 
representative  tributary  streams  Champion  and 
Joseph  Creeks  be  designated  as  Wild  River'  areas; 
that  205  miles  including  all  the  South  Fork  and 
portions  of  the  Dennison,  Fortymile  River 
(Alaska),  Mosquito,  Walker,  and  West  Fork  of  the 
Dennison  Forks  and  the  representative  tributary 
streams  Franklin,  Hutchinson,  Logging  Cabin, 
Napoleon,  and  Uhler  Creeks  be  designated  Scenic 
River"  areas;  and  the  9-mile  Wade  Creek  be 
designated  as  a  Recreational  River  area;  that' 
these  river  areas  be  managed  in  accord  with  the 
criteria  for  each  classification  established  in 
section  2(b)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
of  1968  (82  Stat.  907);  that  the  entire  river  area 
be  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management;  that  a  detailed  management  and 
development  plan  for  the  river  corridor  and 
detailed  lateral  boundaries  be  filed  with  the 
Congress  within  one  year  of  inclusion  in  the 
National  System;  that  subject  to  existing  valid 
rights,  minerals  in  Federal  lands  which  are  made 
part  of  Wild  River'  areas  be  withdrawn  from  all 
forms  of  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and 
from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  laws;  that 
mining  in  Scenic  and  Recreational  River"  areas 
be  permitted  under  regulation  to  provide 
safeguards  against  pollution  and  unnecessary 
impairment  of  the  scenery;  that  provision  be  made 
for  reasonable  access  to  mineral  deposits  outside 
the  river  area;  commercial  and  residential  uses  be 
regulated;  and  that  future  options  be  reserved  for 


active  Native  participation  in  the  administration 
and  development  of  any  river  area  adjoined  by 
lands  under  Native  ownership. 

Studies  leading  to  the  development  of  this 
proposal  were  conducted  under  the  provisions  of 
section  17(d)(2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  (85  Stat.  688)--(ANCSA)-which 
directed  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  withdraw 
from  all  forms  of  appropriation  up  to  80  million 
acres  of  public  lands  in  Alaska  for  possible 
addition  to,  or  creation  as  units  of,  the  National 
Park,  National  Forest,  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
and   National   Wild  and  Scenic   Rivers  Systems. 

The  proposal  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  action  of  the 
Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  the  Interior  in 
October  1970,  wherein  the  entire  Fortymile  River 
and  its  major  tributaries  (Alaska)  were  identified 
under  the  provisions  of  section  5(d)  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968.  That  action 
requires  Federal  agencies  to  evaluate  wild,  scenic, 
and  recreational  potential  in  all  Federal  water  and 
related   land   resource  planning  activities. 

The  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  has  found  the 
Fortymile  River  area  qualifies  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  and  that 
the  river,  its  principal  tributaries  and  their 
immediate  environments  meet  the  criteria  for 
designation  as  Wild,  Scenic,  and  Recreational  river 
areas. 

PURPOSE 

Objectives  under  which  the  Fortymile  River  will 
be  managed  as  a  component  of  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic   Rivers  System  are: 

1.  To  preserve  the  river  and  its  immediate 
environment  in  its  existing  primitive  setting  which, 
although  in  places  shows  substantial  evidence  of 
man  s  activity,  still    is  pleasing  to  the  eye. 

2.  To  preserve  the  free-flowing  condition  of  the 
waters. 
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3.  To  prevent  degradation   of  the  water  quality. 

4.  To  provide  high-quality  recreational 
opportunities  associated  with  a  free-flowing  river 
for  present  and  future  generations. 

5.  To  provide  recreational  use  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  including  hunting  and  fishing,  within 
the  framework  of  appropriate  Federal  and  State 
laws. 

6.  To  provide  for  a  level  of  utilization  of  land 
and  water  resources  which  will  leave  the  existing 
environment  unimpaired  for  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  future  generations. 

7.  To  provide  a  variety  of  opportunities  for 
interpretive,  scientific,  educational,  and 
wildlife-wildlands  oriented   uses. 

8.  To  assure  preservation   of  historic  values. 

9.  To  assure   preservation   of  archeological   values. 

PROPOSAL  AREA 

The  proposed  Fortymile  River  area  is  located 
approximately  180  airline  miles  east  of  Fairbanks 
and  325  miles  northeast  of  Anchorage,  Alaska, 
along  the  United  States-Canada  border.  The  lower 
20  miles  of  the  river  where  it  joins  the  Yukon 
River  are   in   Yukon   Territory,  Canada. 

Direct  access  to  major  segments  of  the  river  area 
is  from  the  existing  Taylor  Highway  in  Alaska  and 
via  Clinton  Creek  in  Yukon  Territory,  Canada. 
Portions  of  the  proposal  area  are  inaccessible 
except  by  trail  or  by  air. 
Boundaries  (See  Map  1  and  Map  2)  of  the 
recommended  Wild,  Scenic,  and  Recreational 
segments  of  the   river  are: 

Wild  (161  miles) 

Champion  Creek,  entire 

Joseph  Creek,  entire 

Middle   Fork  downstream   from  Joseph 

Mosquito  Fork  from  the  vicinity  of  Kechumstuk 

to   Ingle  Creek 

North    Fork,  entire 

Scenic  (205  miles) 

Dennison  Fork  downstream  from  West  Fork  of  the 


Dennison    Fork 

Fortymile   River   (in   Alaska) 

Franklin  Creek,   entire 

Hutchinson   Creek,  entire 

Logging  Cabin   Creek,   entire 

Mosquito   Fork  downstream   from    Ingle  Creek 

Napoleon  Creek,  entire 

O  Brien  Creek,  entire 

South    Fork,  entire 

Uhler  Creek,  entire 

Walker   Fork  downstream   from    Liberty   Creek 

West    Dennison    Fork  downstream   from    Logging 

Cabin   Creek 

Recreational  (9  miles) 
Wade  Creek,  entire 

Lateral  boundaries  would  average  no  more  than 
one  mile  on  either  side  of  the  river  and  would 
not  exceed  320,000  acres.  Several  interdependent 
factors  will  be  used  in  determining  the  specific 
location  of  lateral   boundaries.  These  include: 

1.  Providing  the  visitor  a  feeling  of  spaciousness 
consistent  with  the  type  and  extent  of  recreational 
and  other   resource  uses  in   each  segment 

2.  Protecting   key  wildlife  habitat 

3.  Protecting  and  making  available  the  history  of 
the  river  area 

4.  Protecting  archeological   values 

5.  Preserving  the  area  seen   from  the  river 

Figure  1  illustrates  how  such  boundaries  might  be 
determined  when  the  view  is  open  (example  1); 
confined  on  one  bank  (example  2);  and  confined 
on   both   banks   (example   3). 

The  320,000  acres  included  in  the 
proposal--immediate  environments  of  the 
Fortymile  and  its  principal  tributaries-are 
withdrawn  as  national  interest  lands  (d-2).  The 
proposal  is  located  within  a  larger  area  which  has 
been  withdrawn  under  ANCSA  as  public  interest 
lands  (d-l)  and  Native  regional  deficiency  selection 
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FIGURE  1.   TOPOGRAPHY  AFFECTS  SIGHTLINE  FROM  THE  RIVER 


lands.    Map    3    shows    the    relationship    of    the 
proposal   to  adjacent  land  withdrawals. 


for  Native  or  State  selection  will  revert  to  public 
interest  lands   (d-1)   on   December   18,   1973. 


Included  within  the  proposal   are  the  following: 

1.  175  acres  (6  applications)  pending  transfer 
under  the   1906   Native  Allotment  Act 

2.  66  acres  (2  homesites  and  an  airport  lease) 
pending  transfer  under  the   public  land   laws 

3.  542  acres  in  private  ownership  (507  acres  are 
in   7  mineral   patents) 

4.  13  acres  (2  sites)  controlled  by  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Highways 

5.  All  or  portions  of  at  least  430  mining  claims 
within,  or  closely  associated  with,  the  proposal. 

Pending  applications  for  the  above  lands  are  being 
processed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
Final  adjudication  has  not  been  made.  Map  4 
shows  the  location  of  the  pending  applications 
while  Map  5  shows  the  location  of  mining  claims. 

Native  regional  deficiency  selection  lands  are  not 
included   in  the     proposal. 

The  following  describes  the  differences  between 
national  interest,  public  interest,  Native  regional 
deficiency  selection  and   Native  allotment  lands: 


NATIONAL  INTEREST  LANDS 
National  interest  lands  (d-2)  are  classified  pursuant 
to  section  17  (d)(2)  of  the  ANCSA  and  are  lands 
withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under 
the  public  land  laws,  including  the  mining  and 
mineral  leasing  laws;  from  selection  under  the 
Alaska  Statehood  Act;  and  from  selection  by 
regional  corporations.  The  Secretary  was  directed 
to  withdraw  up  to  80  million  acres  of  d-2  lands 
for  possible  inclusion  into  the  four  national 
conservation  systems  (approximately  79  million 
acres  have  been  withdrawn  as  d-2).  The  d-2  lands 
not  included  in  the  four  systems  or  reclassified 


PUBLIC  INTEREST  LANDS 
Public  interest  lands  (d-1)  are  lands  classified 
pursuant  to  section  17(d)(1)  of  ANCSA  and  are 
lands  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation 
under  the  public  land  laws,  including  the  mining 
(except  for  metalliferous  minerals)  and  the  mineral 
leasing  laws,  to  insure  that  the  public  interest  in 
these  lands  is  properly  protected.  The  Secretary 
has  withdrawn  approximately  43  million  acres  of 
d-1  lands  within  the  State  of  Alaska  and  is 
authorized  to  classify  and  reclassify  these  lands  to 
open  them  to  appropriation  under  the  public  land 
laws   in  accordance  with   his  classification. 


NATIVE  REGIONAL   DEFICIENCY 
SELECTION  LANDS 

Native  regional  deficiency  selection  lands  are 
classified  pursuant  to  section  1 1  (a)(3)  ANCSA  and 
are  former  public  domain  lands  that  have  been  set 
aside  for  the  regional  corporations  to  select  if 
other  lands  more  available  to  them  are  not 
sufficient  in  size  to  allow  full  choice  of  all  land 
they  are  entitled  to.  These  lands  constitute  three 
times  the  amount  of  land  the  regional  corporations 
may  select.  Hence  two-thirds  of  the  total  Native 
regional  deficiency  selection  lands  in  each  region 
will  revert  to  d-1  status  after  Native  selections  are 
completed. 

The  Fortymile  River  proposal  is  within  Doyon, 
Ltd.  Native  Regional  Corporation,  one  of  12 
organized  corporations  in  Alaska  to  conduct  the 
business  of  Natives  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  ANCSA  as  stated  under  section  7. 


NATIVE  ALLOTMENT  LANDS 

The    Alaska    Native   Allotment  Act  of   1906   (34 
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MAP    3.   LAND  STATUS 
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MAP    5.   MINING  CLAIMS 


NOTE:  SYMBOLS  DENOTE  GENERALIZED  LOCATION  FOR  A  RELATED  GROUP  OF  CLAIMS 
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Stat.  197)  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  allot  individual  Natives  title  to  160acres--in  up 
to  four  separate  tracts-of  lands  they  use  and 
occupy.  No  improvements  were  necessary;  all  that 
had  to  be  certified  and  verified  was  that  the 
applicant  had  substantially  used  the  lands  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  1906  Act. 


ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
Wild,  scenic,  and  recreational  river  management 
will  be  directed  to  protecting,  enhancing  and 
making  available  for  present  and  future  use  and 
enjoyment  values  which  make  the  Fortymile  River 
area  outstandingly  remarkable. 

No  valid  existing  ownership  rights-including 
minerals-located  within  the  river  boundaries  need 
be  condemned  or  denied.  Should  rights  privately 
owned  or  controlled  be  offered  for  sale,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  authorized  to 
acquire  such   lands  or  interests  therein. 

The  management  plan  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.  A  coordinated  plan 
will  involve  full  cooperation  and  active 
participation  of  other  Federal  and  State  agencies, 
local  and  Native  interest  groups,  and  existing  and 
potential  user  groups.  Thus,  the  management  plan 
will  develop  an  analysis  of  short-range  (up  to  10 
years)  and  long-range  use  requirements  of  the 
Fortymile    River  area. 

The  type  and  extent  of  land  use  controls  in  the 
proposal  area  necessary  to  preserve  the  existing 
integrity  of  the  environment  would  be  determined 
in  the  preparation  of  the  master  plan.  These 
controls  would  restrict  development  and  use  of  the 
land  that  would  detract  from  the  overall  existing 
water  quality,  recreational,  scenic,  historic, 
archeologic,  or  fish  and  wildlife  values  of  the  area. 
Such  controls  would   include  the  prohibition  of 


new  commercial  uses  within  the  immediate 
environment  of  the  Fortymile  River,  its  principal 
tributaries  and  their  immediate  environments,  and 
acreage,  frontage,  and  setback  requirements  on 
new  developments  on  private  lands.  Consideration 
would  also  be  given  to  developing  design  standards 
which  assure  structures,  recreation  facilities,  or 
other  necessary  modifications  of  the  existing 
environment  are  harmonious  with  the  setting  (log 
cabin  rather  than  tar  paper  shacks,  for  example). 

There  is  an  unknown,  but  definite,  capacity  of  the 
resources  of  the  Fortymile  River  area  and  its 
immediate  environment  to  accommodate 
increasing  public  use  without  impairment.  The 
proposal  contemplates  that  the  ecological  capacity 
of  the  land  area  will  be  determined  and  that  this 
capacity  be  balanced  against  the  sociological 
desires  of  people  using  the  area.  The  proposal  is 
to  provide  within  the  capacity  of  the  area  a  choice 
for  a  wide  range  of  puj/iic  recreation  opportunities 
in  a  spacious  setting  ranging  from  areas  without 
substantial  evidence  of  man's  activities  to  those 
where  there  may  be  substantial  past  and  present 
activity.  The  number  of  people  visiting  the  area 
will  be  limited  and  use  distributed  by  means  of 
access  control  and  use  regulations  to  maintain 
existing  environmental  conditions.  The  proposal 
recognizes  that  the  annual  recreational  use  levels 
will   be  lowest  on  wild  river  segments. 

Recreation  facility  management  and  development 
for  short-range  use  will  be  limited  to  the 
development  of  access  points  from  the  Taylor 
Highway  and  air  access  at  Joseph.  Historic 
structures  will  be  identified,  stabilized  and 
protected.  The  existing  developed  campgrounds  in 
scenic  river  areas  at  Walker  Fork  and  Liberty 
Creek  would  be  maintained,  as  would  primitive 
river  access  points  at  mileposts  49,  63,  75  and  112 
of  the  Taylor  Highway.  In  Wild  River  areas, 
facilities  will  be  primitive  (sanitation  facilities  and 
fire  rings  for  example)  and  designed  to  blend  with 
the      primitive      river     setting.      In     scenic     and 
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recreational  river  areas,  additional  facilities  such 
as  parking  areas,  signing,  etc.  will  be  included.  A 
visitor  center  -  administration  complex  will  be 
located  in  the  Chicken  area.  In  the  long-range 
development  plan,  existing  administrative  facilities 
already  maintained  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  in  the  Chicken  area  would  be 
expanded.  Primitive  hiking  trails  would  be 
provided  as  needed.  Map  6  shows  the  conceptual 
recreation  facility  development  plan. 

Additional,  or  alternative  recreation  facilities 
would  be  provided  only  if  determined  to  be 
desirable  and  compatible  with  the  management 
objectives.  Extreme  care  will  be  taken  in  the 
location  of  facilities  with  primary  emphasis  upon 
retention  of  the  existing  environmental  setting  of 
the  specific  river  area.  Separate  environmental 
assessments  would  precede  construction  of  any 
such  facilities. 

The  proposal  involves  areas  with  substantial 
mineralization-primarily  placer  gold--and  is 
associated  with  adjacent  areas  which  may  have 
significant  mineral  potential.  An  estimated  90 
percent  of  all  mining  claims  within  or  directly 
associated  with  the  proposal  are  for  placer  gold. 
It  is  proposed  that,  subject  to  existing  valid  rights, 
minerals  in  Federal  lands  designated  as  Wild  River 
areas  be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from 
operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  laws.  Scenic  and 
Recreational  river  areas  would  continue  to  be  open 
to  location  and  entry,  but  under  regulation.  The 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  consultation  with 
other  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  user  groups 
would  prepare  mining  regulations  for  the  river 
areas  classified  as  Scenic  and  Recreational.  These 
regulations  will  provide  safeguards  against 
pollution  and  unnecessary  impairment  of  the 
scenery  and  may  require  that  notice  be  filed  with 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  mining  claim 
location  and  assessment  work.  The  regulations 
would  consider  the  need  for  retention  of  top  soil, 


restoration  of  topography,  replanting,  or  reseeding 
with  native  vegetation,  removal  of  sediment  from 
waste  waters,  and  advance  notice  of  intention  to 
start  prospecting  or  mining  activities  where 
substantial  alteration  of  the  existing  environment 
might  occur.  Also,  prospecting  and  mining 
activities  often  require  heavy  equipment  such  as 
bulldozers,  stationary  engines,  water  pumps,  and 
genejators  and  therefore,  these  regulations  would 
consider   noise  pollution. 

These  mining  regulations  would  also  apply  to 
existing  valid  rights  within  Wild  River  areas  (14 
placer,  5  lode  and  1  unknown  mining  claims  for 
gold  are  within  or  associated  with  proposed  Wild 
River  areas). 

Use  of  off-road  vehicles,  aircraft,  and  motorboats 
will  be  strictly  regulated  within  the  river  area. 
These  regulations  will  be  developed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  in  cooperation  with  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  and  user  groups.  These 
regulations  will  include  consideration  of  specific 
use  and  time  zones,  the  existing  facilities,  and 
potential  for  using  alternative  means  or  routes  of 
transportation.  The  proposal  clearly  intends  that 
regulations  affecting  access  to,  through,  or  across 
the  river  area  not  be  a  means  to  deny  reasonable 
access  to,  or  prohibit  development  of,  resources 
adjacent  to  the  proposal  area.  These  regulations 
will  assure  that  access  is  provided  in  a  manner 
which  causes  the  least  possible  impact  on  users, 
promotes  safety,  protects  soil,  vegetation  and 
scenery,  prevents  harrassment  of  wildlife,  and 
prevents  conflicts  with   other  uses. 

Harvesting  of  timber  will  be  regulated  to  retain 
the  visual  and  environmental  integrity  for  which 
the  river  was  added  to  the  National  System. 
Harvest  of  timber  which  would  be  detrimental  to 
water  quality,  scenery,  soil  stability,  wildlife  or 
other  natural  or  historic  values  will  not  be 
permitted. 

Adjacent  Federal  lands  will  be  managed  to  protect 
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the  natural  values  of  the  Fortymile  River  and  its 
tributaries.  This  will  require  the  active  cooperation 
of  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  in  developing 
and  enforcing  land  use  practices  that  protect  the 
area  from  surface  dumping  of  garbage,  sewage 
pollutants,  and  other  contaminants.  The  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  would  seek  comparable 
agreements  with  the  owners  of  adjacent 
non-Federal    lands. 

To  assure  protection  of  the  American  peregrine 
falcon--a  threatened  species--the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  will  develop  appropriate  management 
programs  and  enforcement  procedures  to  preserve 
nesting  sites  on  cliffs  adjacent  to  the  river.  Such 
actions  would  consider  restriction  of  human 
encroachment  during  critical  periods  in  the  nesting 
cycle. 

Fishing,  hunting,  and  trapping  would  continue 
within  the  Fortymile  River  proposal  area  under 
applicable  Federal  and  State  regulations.  Except 
as  noted  below,  national  designation  of  the 
Fortymile  will  not  affect  jurisdiction  or 
responsibility  of  the  State  of  Alaska  over  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  for  sport  or  subsistence 
purposes.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  however, 
may  designate  zones  or  periods  when  hunting 
would  not  be  permitted  because  of  public  safety, 
administration,  or  public  use  and  enjoyment.  Such 
action  would  be  undertaken  only  after 
consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game.  No  such  actions  are  expected  to  be 
necessary   in  the   Fortymile   River  area. 

Grazing  which  might  be  detrimental  to  soil 
stability,  natural  vegetative  patterns,  wildlife 
distribution,  water  quality  or  other  natural  values 
would   not  be   permitted. 

At  the  earliest  opportunity  subsequent  to  the 
designation  of  the  Fortymile  River  as  a  component 
of  the  National  System,  a  study  of  the  area  will 
be  made  to  locate,  identify,  and  evaluate  historic 


and  cultural  resources;  nominate  those  meeting  the 
criteria  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places; 
and  develop  methods  and  procedures  for  the 
preservation  and  interpretation  of  cultural  values 
to  the  public. 

By  virtue  of  their  National  Register  listing,  they 
will  be  accorded  the  procedural  protection  of 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  915).  The  survey  would 
be  conducted  in  consultation  with  the  Alaska 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation. 
Cultural  resources  worthy  of  preservation  but  not 
yet  listed  in  the  National  Register  are  accorded 
the  procedural  protection  of  Section  2(b)  of 
Executive  Order  11593  (May  13,  1971).  Any 
Federal  action  affecting  the  integrity  of  the 
proposal  s  cultural  resources  will  be  developed  in 
consultation  with  the  Alaska  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  with  a  view  to  assuring  that, 
to  the  extent  possible,  adverse  effect  will  not 
result  without  mutually  agreed  avenues  of 
mitigation. 

At  this  time  there  are  no  sites  or  areas  on,  or 
nominated  for,  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  However  portions  of  the  Washington 
Alaska  Military  Cable  and  Telegraph  System 
through  the  Fortymile  River  basin  are  being 
considered  for  nomination  by  the  State  (Map  7). 

Subject  to  existing  valid  rights,  disposal  of  lands 
under  the  public  land  laws  would  be  prohibited. 
Lands  transferred  under  the  mining  laws  would  be 
in  accord  with  the  provisions  of  Section  9  of  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  in  that  only  a  right 
or  title  to  the  mineral  deposit  will  be  patented. 
This  would  also  include  use  of  the  surface  as 
reasonably  required  to  conduct  mining  or 
prospecting. 
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INTERRELATIONSHIP  WITH  OTHER 
PROJECTS  AND  JURISDICTIONS 

INTERNATIONAL 

The  Fortymile  River  is  an  international  river  as 
the  lower  20  miles  are  in  the  Yukon  Territory, 
Canada.  The  proposal  involves  only  that  portion 
of  the  basin  in  the  United  States,  but  will  involve 
close  coordination  with  Canada  in  the 
development  of  mutually  compatible  programs 
such  as  preservation  and  interpretation  of 
historical   sites  and   recreational   travel. 


JOINT  FEDERAL-STATE  LAND  USE 
PLANNING  COMMISSION 

The  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  for  Alaska,  created  by  Act  of 
Congress  in  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act,  examined  the  Birch  Creek,  Beaver  Creek, 
Fortymile  River,  and  the  Unalakleet  River 
proposals  and  in  its  August  2,  1973,  submission 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  it  made  no 
recommendations  concerning  these   rivers. 


STATEWIDE  COMPREHENSIVE  OUTDOOR 
RECREATION  PLAN  (SCORP) 
The  approved  Alaska  Statewide  Comprehensive 
Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  (1970)  identifies  the 
Fortymile  River  basin  as  having  significant 
potential  for  future  recreation  that  ...could  be 
developed  ...  to  serve  a  wide  range  of  camping, 
hunting,  fishing,  boating,  and  trail  related 
activities...."  The  proposal  to  designate  the 
Fortymile  River  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System  is  consistent  with  the 
SCORP. 


OTHER  POTENTIAL    WILD  AND  SCENIC 
RIVERS 


The  proposal  is  closely  associated  with  the 
"Yukon  Charley"  National  Rivers.  Both  river  areas 
were  identified  by  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor 
Recreation  (July  1972)  as  having  potential  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System.  The  Charley  River  is  being  recommended 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  System  as  part  of 
a  separate  proposal.  Map  8  shows  the  location  of 
these  and  38  other  Alaska  rivers  initially 
identified  for  study  as  potential  wild  and  scenic 
river  areas. 

NATIVES 

The  proposal  is  directly  related  to  potential 
actions  by  the  Doyon,  Ltd.  Native  Regional 
Corporation.  On  December  14,  1972,  portions  of 
the  Fortymile  River  basin  involving  the  headwaters 
areas  of  the  Middle  and  North  Forks  and  O'Brien 
Creek  were  reclassified  from  d-l,  public  interest 
lands,  to  Native  regional  selection  lands  (Map  3). 

The  redesignation  was  taken  at  the  specific  request 
of  Doyon,  Ltd.  and  is  related  to  the  high  mineral 
character  of  these  areas.  The  redesignation  of  these 
lands  was  subject  to  the  retention  of  the  prior  d-2 
withdrawal  of  Federal  lands  which  are  wholly  or 
in  part  within  one  mile  of  the  mean  high  water 
mark  of  the  Fortymile  River  and  selected 
tributaries  and  all  islands  and  islets.  Townships 
redesignated  as  Native  regional  deficiency  selection 
lands  will  include  the  d-2  withdrawals  along  the 
Fortymile  which  are  not  included  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic   Rivers  System. 

During  the  conduct  of  field  investigations 
associated  with  the  proposal,  it  was  determined 
that  some  450  miles  of  the  Fortymile  drainage 
withdrawn  as  national  interest  lands  did  not  meet 
the  criteria  for  inclusion  in  the  National  System. 
Of  that,  approximately  250  miles  and  an  estimated 
225,000  acres  are  within  Native  regional 
deficiency  selection   areas. 

The    proposal     recognizes    the    potential     Native 
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MAP    8.    LOCATION  OF  40  RIVERS  INITIALLY  PROPOSED  FOR  STUDY  AND 
EXISTING  AND  PROPOSED  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 


EXISTING  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

—  PROPOSED  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  &  UTILITY  CORRIDOR 
>— ►  RAILROAD 

•     AREAS  WITH  POPULATION  GREATER  THAN  1000 


1  ANAKTUVUK 

2  IVISHAK 

3  KILLIK 

4  AMBLER 

5  NOATAK 

6  UNALAKLEET 

7  ALATNA 

8  BEAVER 

9  BIRCH 

10  CHARLEY 

11  CHATANIKA 

12  DELTA 

13  FORTYMILE 

14  KANDIK 

15  NOWITNA 

16  PORCUPINE 

17  SHEENJEK-KONESS 

18  TINAYGUK 

19  WILD 


21  YUKON 

22  ALAGNAK 

23  COPPER  ILIAMNA 

24  HOHOLITNA 

25  HOLITNA 

26  NUYAKvlX 

27  TOGIAK 

28  ANIAKCHAK 

29  BREMNER 

30  CHITINA 

31  COPPER 

32  GULKANA 

33  KARLUK 

34  KENAI  RUSSIAN, 
SWANSON  R.SWAN  LK. 

35  SUSITNA 

36  SQUIRREL 

37  SALMON 

38  ANDREAFSKY 

39  KANEKTOK 

40  AMERICAN  CREEK 
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involvement  in  the  management  of  the  Fortymile 
River  area  as  a  prospective  owner  of  adjacent 
lands.  It  is  proposed  that  development  of  the 
master  plan  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
retain  the  future  option  for  Natives  to  actively 
participate  in  the  administration  of  the  river  area. 
For  example,  as  the  plan  is  prepared  the  potential 
for  developing  campgrounds  and  recreation 
support  businesses  such  as  equipment  rental  and 
sale,  and  guiding  by  Native  groups  on  lands 
included   in   this   proposal,  will   be  considered. 

Doyon,  Ltd.  under  a  provision  of  ANCSA  which 
provides  for  the  selection  of  existing  cemetery 
sites  and  historical  places  may  select  the 
abandoned  Native  communities  of  Joseph  and 
Kechumstuk.  The  proposal  would  not  affect  such 
a  transfer. 


FAIRBANKS   TOWN  AND    VILLAGE 
ASSOCIATION  {TV A) 

The  Fairbanks  Town  and  Village  Association 
(TVA)  for  Development,  Inc.,  is  an  authorized 
Economic  Development  District  established  by 
Interior  Alaskans  under  the  authority  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  program  for 
Interior  Alaska  and  has  requested  formal 
designation  by  the  Economic  Development 
Administration.  The  district  s  boundaries  are 
coterminous  with  those  of   Doyon,   Ltd. 


HIGHWA  YS 

The  existing  Taylor  Highway  is  being  improved 
and  in  some  places  relocated  by  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Highways.  A  major  realignment  is 
under  consideration  in  the  Chicken  area  and  would 
involve  a  segment  of  the  Fortymile  proposed  for 
Scenic  River  designation.  The  State  also  places 
high  priority  on  replacement  of  old,  single-lane 
bridges    crossing    the    Fortymile    River    drainage 


within  the  proposal.  It  is  believed  that  highway 
realignments  and  bridge  replacements  can  be 
accomplished  without  affecting  the  Scenic  River 
designation. 

Long-range  plans  of  the  State  Highway 
Department  submitted  to  the  Joint  Federal-State 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission  (Anchorage)  in 
July  1973,  propose  construction  of  a  highway 
through  an  unroaded  portion  of  the  proposal  (Map 
9).  This  new  construction  involves  substantial 
portions  of  Joseph  Creek,  Middle  Fork,  North 
Fork,  Champion  Creek,  and  Mosquito  Fork.  These 
areas  are  proposed  for  Wild  River  designation.  The 
proposed  location  of  this  long-range  highway 
transportation  system  would  be  foregone  with 
Wild  River  designation  unless  there  are  alternate 
locations  outside  the  immediate  environment  of 
the  river  area.  The  State  has  identified  its 
preference  for  the  Mosquito  Fork  routing  to 
Chicken. 

As  Alaska  continues  to  develop,  there  will  be  a 
need  for  rights-of-way  within  corridors  to 
adequately  accommodate  transportation  and 
utility  requirements.  Studies  to  define  these 
rights-of-way  corridor  needs  are  currently 
underway  by  the  Interior  Department  but  not  yet 
completed.  It  is  possible  that  these  transportation 
and  utility  corridor  needs  could  impact  on  the  d-2 
proposals.  Applications  for  rights-of-way  to 
facilitate  the  transportation  of  energy  resources 
have  recently  been  received  by  the  Federal 
Government  which,  if  issued,  also  might  impact 
on  the  d-2  proposals.  Actions  pursuant  to  these 
applications,  whether  for  a  specific  right-of-way 
within  a  corridor  or  other  action,  would  be  subject 
to  the   requirements  of   NEPA. 

An  unknown  quantity  of  commercial  quality 
asbestos  is  located  in  the  upper  portions  of  the 
North  Fork  drainage  on  lands  designated  for 
Native  regional  deficiency  selection.  Should  there 
be   sufficient      quantity    of   asbestos   to   warrant 
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commercial  development,  additional  highways 
probably  will  be  required.  The  proposal 
contemplates  that  construction  of  carefully  routed 
and  designed  highways  may  cross  areas  designated 
as  Wild  Rivers.  It  is  conceivable,  however,  that  the 
"Wild"  designation  may  be  changed  to  Scenic 
at  some  future  time.  Such  a  change  would  depend 
upon  the  final  location  and  type  of  use  associated 
with  a  mining  road.  There  are  no  known  active 
plans  to  develop  this  asbestos  deposit. 


HYDROELECTRIC  POTENTIAL 
An  inventory  grade  evaluation  indicated  there  is 
potential  for  hydroelectric  development  of  the 
Fortymile  River  at  a  site  about  six  miles  upstream 
from  the  United  States-Canada  border  (map  10). 
Development  of  this  site  as  a  single-purpose  power 
project  does  not  appear  economically  sound  at  this 
time  and  there  is  no  active  proposal  to  construct 
the  project.  However,  the  Alaska  Power 
Administration  believes  there  is  sufficient 
potential        hydroelectric        value        to        merit 


consideration  in  long-range  plans  for  the  Fortymile 
River  basin. 

Designation  of  this  segment  of  the  Fortymile  River 
as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  would  cause  the  hydroelectric  potential  to 
be  foregone. 


HISTORIC  AND  CULTURAL 
The  Fortymile  River  basin  is  the  location  of 
several  events  and  items  having  historical  and 
cultural  importance.  These  include  the  site  of  the 
first  gold  discovered  in  Interior  Alaska;  cabins, 
settlements,  and  equipment  associated  with  past 
and  present  gold  mining;  and  the  abandoned  Eagle 
to  Valdez  military  telegraph  line  which  is  today 
part  of  the  Washington-Alaska  Military  Cable  and 
Telegraph  System.  Two  segments  of  this  system 
in  the  Fortymile  River  basin,  Joseph  Creek  to 
Kechumstuk  and  Eagle  to  Kechumstuk,  are  being 
considered  for  nomination  by  the  State  to  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of   1966   (80  Stat.  915). 
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II.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


REGIONAL  SETTING 

The  Fortymile  River  is  located  along  the  United 
States-Canada  border  approximately  180  airline 
miles  east  of  the  Fairbanks  area,  325  airline  miles 
northeast  of  the  Anchorage  area,  and  70  miles 
west  of  Dawson  (map  8).  The  river  area  is  within 
the  east  central  part  of  a  region  generally  referred 
to  as  Interior  Alaska.  Extending  from  the  Brooks 
Range  on  the  north  to  the  Alaska  Range  on  the 
south,  the  region  is  characterized  by  alternating 
upland  plateaus  and  marshy  lowlands.  The 
Yukon-Tanana  Uplands  contain  compact  rugged 
mountain  groups  with  elevations  of  4,000  to  6,000 
feet.  The  Yukon  Flats,  the  principal  lowland  in 
Interior  Alaska,  is  located  some  200  miles  to  the 
northwest  of  the   Fortymile   River. 

The  Interior  Region  is  drained  by  the  Yukon  and 
Tanana  Rivers.  The  Fortymile  River  is  a 
northeasterly  flowing  tributary  to  the  Yukon 
River.  It  is  an  international  river  with  the  lower 
20  miles  flowing  through  Yukon  Territory, 
Canada,  where  it  joins  the  Yukon  River 
approximately  midway  between  Dawson,  Yukon 
Territory  and  Eagle,  Alaska.  The  Tanana  River  is 
immediately  south  of  the  Fortymile  River  basin. 

Except  for  the  Fairbanks  area  and  the  existing 
road  network-principally  the  Alaska 

Highway-Interior  Alaska   is   largely   undeveloped. 

Vegetation  in  the  region  ranges  from  alpine  tundra 
in  the  higher  elevations  of  the  Yukon-Tanana 
Uplands  to  closed  spruce-hardwood  forests  to 
treeless  bogs.  Overall  the  forest  cover  is  virtually 
uncleared,  but  in  the  past  has  been  extensively 
used  in  mining  operations.  According  to  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (May  1973)  the 
Yukon-Tanana  Uplands  are  considered  to  be 
non-commercial  forested.  However,  along  major 
drainage  systems,  well-drained  sites  support  stands 
of  trees  which  may  be  of  sufficient  size  to  be 
technically  classified  as  commercial  forest.  This  is 
particularly  true  along  the  Yukon  and  Tanana 
Rivers. 


CLIMATE 

The  region  experiences  a  typical  subpolar 
continental  climate-severe  Arctic  winters  and 
warm  summers.  Extended  periods  of  temperatures 
from  50  F.  to  60  F.  below  zero  are  common  and 
75°  F.  below  zero  has  been  recorded.  Summers 
are  short  and  warm  with  temperatures  reaching  the 
eighties,  and  occasionally  the  ninties.  Despite  high 
summer  temperatures,  daily  variations  can  be 
extreme;  freezing  temperatures  have  been 
experienced  in  each  month  of  the  year.  There  are 
approximately  100  frost -free  days  in  the  central 
part  of  the  region  during  most  years.  The  total 
number  of  frost-free  days  decreases  with  elevation 
and  northward  latitude.  The  short  summers 
usually  end  in  August.  Freeze-up  of  the  rivers  and 
marshes  takes  place  in  October.  The  rivers  become 
ice-free  in  early  to  mid-May  in  most  years.  The 
maximum  amount  of  sunlight  per  day  (June  21) 
is  approximately  22  hours;  the  minimum 
(December  21)  is  approximately  4  hours  per  day. 

Permafrost  (discontinuous)  is  found  throughout 
the  Yukon-Tanana  Uplands.  The  absence  or 
presence  at  any  specific  site  is  determined  by  local 
conditions  of  soil,  altitude,  and  exposure. 

Most  of  the  annual  precipitation  occurs  as  summer 
thunderstorms.  Annual  precipitation  is  estimated 
to  be  approximately  11  inches.  Snowfall  averages 
approximately  45  inches  and  snow  can  occur 
above  an  elevation  of  4,000  feet  during  any 
month.  Thunderstorms  are  most  frequent  during 
June  and  July. 

Summer  storms  can  quickly  raise  river  levels  by 
several  feet.  These  rises  affect  recreational  uses  by 
creating  sometimes  dangerous  rapids  for  boaters. 
High  muddy  waters  also  reduce  sport  fishing.  At 
the  same  time  boating  opportunities  are  enhanced 
by  moderately  increased  water  volumes  by 
submerging  shallows  and  rock  outcrops. 
Although  annual  precipitation  is  low,  the 
underlying     permafrost    causes    poor    subsurface 


37 


drainage  resulting  in  muskeg  and  small  ponds. 
These  standing  waters  give  rise  to  hordes  of 
mosquitoes  and  biting  flies  which  at  times  limit 
human   use. 


1970  was  533  and  between  1960  and  1970  there 
was  an  overall  23.5  percent  outmigration.  All 
except  Tok  lost  population  during  that  time 
(Table   1). 


POPULATION 

The  principal  population  center  in  Interior  Alaska 
is  Fairbanks.  In  1970  there  were  45,864  people 
living  in  the  Fairbanks  Census 

Division-approximately  15  percent  of  the  total 
population  of  Alaska. 

The  entire  Alaskan  portion  of  the  Fortymile  River 
basin  is  located  in  the  Upper  Yukon  Census 
Division.  This  84,142-square-mile  census  division 
extends  along  the  United  States-Canada  border 
from  the  Beaufort  Sea  to  the  northern  boundary 
of  the  Tanana  River  basin.  In  1970  there  were 
1,684  people  living  in  this  area  (an  increase  of  4.0 
percent  over  the  1960  population).  Natives 
comprise  64.1  percent  of  the  population.  Fort 
Yukon,  approximately  200  airline  miles  northwest 
of  the  Fortymile  River  area,  is  the  largest 
community  within  the  Census  Division  with  a 
population   in   1970  of  448. 

Immediately  to  the  south  of  the  Upper  Yukon 
Census  Division  is  the  Southeast  Fairbanks  Census 
Division.  This  area  was  a  new  division  created  in 
the  1970  census  having  previously  been  part  of 
the  Fairbanks  census  area..  It  is  transected  by  the 
Alaska  Highway.  The  Southeast  Fairbanks  Census 
Division  had  a  1970  population  of  4,179.  Natives 
comprise   12.5  percent  of  the  population. 

There  are  six  Alaskan  communities  of  more  than 
24  people  which  can  be  considered  to  be  directly 
related  to  the  Fortymile  River  area.  Eagle  is  to 
the  north  on  the  Yukon  River.  Dot  Lake, 
Northway,  Tanacross,  Tetlin,  and  Tok  are  to  the 
south  on  the  Alaska  Highway-Tanana  River.  The 
combined   population  of  the  six  communities  in 


A  mining  community  in  the  Canadian  portion  of 
the  Fortymile  River  basin  at  Clinton  Creek  has 
an  estimated   population  of  250. 

There  are  no  communities  within  the  Alaskan 
portion  of  the  Fortymile  basin  with  a  permanent 
population  of  25  or  more  people.  Chicken,  the 
largest,  is  estimated  to  have  a  permanent 
population  of  not  more  than  8  people.  It  is 
estimated  that  less  than  20  people  reside  in  the 
Alaskan  portion  of  the  basin.  Summer  populations 
are  somewhat  higher,   possibly  reaching   100. 


ECONOMY 

A  simple  comparison  of  family  or  personal  income 
as  a  factor  of  well-being  in  Alaska  is  misleading 
because  the  purchasing  power  of  the  Alaskan  must 
be  deflated  by  a  least  25  percent  to  reflect  the 
higher  cost  of  living.  This  high  cost  of  living  works 
particular  hardships  upon  rural  families  where 
incomes  are  lowest  and  prices  often  100  to  200 
percent  higher  than  in  cities  like  Anchorage  or 
Fairbanks. 

Within  the  Interior  Region,  most  wage 
employment  (exclusive  of  the  Fairbanks  area)  is 
seasonal  with  greatest  opportunities  during  the 
short  summer  months.  Local  rural  residents  are 
often  employed  on  an  emergency  basis  to  fight 
forest  fires  and  income  from  this  source  fluctuates 
in  direct  proportion  to  the  number,  size,  and 
frequency   of  fires. 

Within  the  Upper  Yukon  Census  Division 
unemployment  in  1970  was  7.0  percent.  Only 
36.1  percent  worked  50  to  52  weeks  in  1969. 
Median    family    income    was    $6,500    yet    23.8 
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TABLE  I 

1970  and  1960  Population  for  Alaskan  Communities  in 
Close  Proximity  to  the  Fortymile  River  Basin,  Alaska 


Number  of  Inhabitants  ]_/       Percent 
1970       1960        Change   Native  2/ 


Upper  Yukon  Census 
Division 

1,684 

1,619 

+  4.0 

64.1 

Eagle  City 

39 

92 

-60.0 

ND 

Southeast  Fairbanks 
Census  Division  3/ 

4,179 





12.5 

Dot  Lake 

Northway 

Tanacross 

Tetlin 

Tok 


42 

56 

-25.0 

69.0 

40 

196 

-79.6 

ND 

84 

102 

-17.6 

91.2 

114 

122 

-  6.6 

94.7 

214 

129 

65.9 

12.1 

Subtotal  533        679         -23.5      NA 


1/  1970  Census  of  Population. 

2/  University  of  Alaska,  Inst,  of  Social,  Economic  and  Govt.  Res.  Dec.  1971 

Vol.  VIII,  No.  5. 
3/  No  comparable  data  in  1960  census. 
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percent  of  the  families  in  the  Census  Division  has 
an  annual   income  below  the  poverty   level. 

In  the  Southeast  Fairbanks  Census  Division 
unemployment  in  1970  was  13.7  percent.  Only 
53.9  percent  worked  50  to  52  weeks  in  1969. 
Median  family  income  was  $9,514,  yet  13.3 
percent  of  the  families  in  the  Census  Division  has 
annual  income  below  the  poverty  level  ($3,664). 

In  the  Fairbanks  Census  Division  unemployment 
was  8.0  percent  during  1970.  Only  56.4  percent 
worked  50  to  52  weeks  in  1969.  Median  family 
income  was  $12,338  and  only  4.7  percent  of  all 
families  earned  less  than  the  poverty  level 
($3,630). 

As  can  be  inferred  from  the  above  data,  there  are 
striking  differences  in  family  income  between  the 
more  urban  or  developed  areas  and  rural  areas. 
Approximately  45  percent  of  all  rural  families  in 
Alaska  had  annual  incomes  of  less  than  $5,000 
in  1969.  There  are  similar  imbalances  in  family 
incomes  between  white  and   non-white  families. 

In  the  long-range,  tourism,  and  probably  mineral 
development  other  than  oil  and  gas,  appear  to  have 
the  greatest  growth  potential  for  the  region 
surrounding  the   Fortymile   River   basin. 


According  to  the  publication  Alaska  Natives  and 
the  Land^  Natives  residing  in  the  portion  of  the 
region  most  closely  associated  with  the  Fortymile 
River  basin  look  mainly  to  the  Yukon  and  Tanana 
Rivers  for  their  continuing  dependable  supply  of 
food  while  the  surrounding  forested  hill  and 
mountain  country  provide  a  variety  of  game  and 
fur  animals.  Most  important  game  and  fur  animals 
are  moose,  caribou,  bear,  wolf,  beaver,  martin, 
mink,  and  muskrat. 


TRANSPORTATION 

The  region  surrounding  the  Fortymile  River  basin 
is  accessible  by  road,  air,  and  water.  There  are  no 
rail  facilities.  The  Alaska  Highway  (Map  9) 
traverses  the  entire  southern  part  of  the  region  and 
provides  access  from  Anchorage/Fairbanks  and  the 
lower  48  States.  Direct  access  from  the  Alaska 
Highway  to  the  Fortymile  River  basin  is  provided 
by  the  Taylor  Highway  to  Eagle  and  the  road  to 
Dawson,  Yukon  Territory,  Canada.  Primitive  roads 
and  fire  lanes  lead  from  the  Taylor  Highway  to 
various  parts  of  the  Fortymile  River  basin.  By  road 
the  Fortymile  River  basin  is  approximately  300 
miles  from  Fairbanks,  400  miles  from  Anchorage, 
and  80  miles  from  Dawson.  The  Taylor  Highway 
is  not  maintained  during  the  winter   months. 


Changes  in  the  lifestyle  of  rural  residents  have 
caused  a  shift  from  a  subsistence  economy  to  an 
increasing  dependence  upon  a  cash  economy.  The 
advent  of  the  snowmobile  may  be  the  most 
influential  factor  in  this  shift.  Cash  must  be 
obtained  to  purchase  fuel  for  the  snowmachine, 
whereas  dogs  pull  sleds.  New  housing  with  more 
space  to  heat  and  a  switch  from  wood  to  oil 
burning  heaters  also  requires  cash,  as  do  utilities 
for  water,  sewer  facilities,  and  electricity. 


1/       1968      Federal       Field      Committee 
Developmental  Planning  in  Alaska. 


for 


The  Alaska  Department  of  Highways  (July,  1973) 
has  long-range  plans  to  construct  a  highway  from 
the  Alaska  Highway  to  the  Taylor  Highway 
through  the  center  of  the  Fortymile  River  basin, 
and  to  link  the  communities  of  Eagle  and  Circle 
with  a  highway  which  generally  would  follow  the 
south  side  of  the  Yukon  River.  The  State  of 
Alaska  has  advised  that  past  actions  of  State  and 
Territorial  legislation  have  granted  to  Alaska 
rights-of-way  on  nearly  all  the  protracted  section 
lines  that  lie  within  the  proposed  area.  Further 
investigtion  is  needed  to  identify  those  specifically 
related   to  the  proposal. 
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Scheduled  and  chartered  air  service  provides  access 
to  Northway,  Tanacross,  Eagle,  and  Chicken  which 
have  improved  airfields.  Air  access  is  also  provided 
by  primitive  air  strips  and  gravel  bars  throughout 
the  area. 

Regular  barge  transportation  no  longer  exists  on 
the  Yukon  River  upstream  from  Fort  Yukon.  The 
potential,  however,  exists  for  the  movement  of 
people  and  supplies.  Special  barge  shipments  are 
occasionally  arranged  for  transport  up  the  Yukon 
to  Eagle.  The  Yukon  and  the  Tanana  Rivers 
accommodate  recreational   boating. 

HISTORY  AND  LIFE  STYLE' 
Three  groups  of  Athapascan  Indians  are  associated 
with  the  region  surrounding  the  Fortymile  River 
basin-Hankutchin,  Tanana,  and  Nabesna. 

The  Hankutchin  Native  peoples  lived  along  the 
Upper  Yukon  between  the  Yukon  Flats  and  the 
Klondike  River  at  Dawson,  Yukon  Territory, 
Canada.  Eagle,  to  the  northeast  of  the  Fortymile 
River,  is  considered  to  be  the  only  Hankutchin 
village  having  a  semblance  of  continuous 
occupation. 

The  Tanana  and  Nabesna  Native  peoples  lived 
along  the  Tanana  River.  The  former  downstream 
from  the  Tok  River;  the  latter  the  upper  Tanana, 
Nabesna  and  Chisana  Rivers  and  the  Upper  White 
River. 

The  territory  of  these  Native  peoples  was  sparsely 
populated  with  villages  on  the  main  rivers  and 
streams.  Villages  were  small  and  scattered  to  keep 
in  balance  with  available     natural  food  supplies. 

The  first  European  contact  with  the  Native 
peoples  of  the  area  probably  took  place  in  the 
early  1800's  with  the  establishment  of  fur  trading 


Land.  1968  Federal  Field  Committee  for 
Development  Planning  in  Alaska, 
posts.  In  1847  Fort  Yukon  was  established  as  a 
Hudson  Bay  Trading  Post.  An  immediate  change 
in  lifestyle  occurred  when  axes,  guns,  metal 
containers,  and  other  trade  items  were  provided 
by  fur    traders  to  stimulate  greater  harvest  of  furs. 

With  the  advent  of  the  Gold  Rush  period,  villagers 
from  small  upstream  communities  (such  as  Joseph 
and  Kechumstuk)  gradually  migrated  downstream 
to  participate  in  the  cash/barter  economy  offered 
them  by  supplying  food  for  the  thousands  of 
prospectors,  servicing  steamboat  wood 
requirements,  and  the  expanding  need  for  more 
fur. 

During  the  Gold  Rush  period  changes  in  lifestyle 
took  place.  The  impact  of  feeding  up  to  700 
prospectors  and  miners  in  the  Fortymile  area  made 
wildlife  resources  hard  to  find.  Big  game  animals 
were  harvested  to  the  extent  that  populations 
were  almost  extirpated.  The  indiscriminate  use  of 
fire  also  severely  affected  wildlife  numbers  and 
distribution.  Fish  became  the  mainstay  of  the 
Native  diet.  Stream  valleys  and  hillsides  were  dug 
up,  new  settlements  made  and  formal 
transportation  routes  evolved  for  the  movement 
of  men,  mail,  and  supplies. 

The  Fortymile  River  and  its  gold  occupied  a 
pivotal   place   in  these  events. 

RECREATION 

The  Alaska  Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor 
Recreation  Plan  (1970),  or  SCORP,  prepared  by 
the  State  indicated  a  great  need  for  designated 
recreational  resources  to  satisfy  local,  statewide, 
and  out-of-state  demand.  The  SCORP  further 
indicates  that  trail-related  activities  (including 
canoeing)  are  the  most  popular  form  of  recreation 
in  the  State. 


1/    Primary   source    is:    Alaska,    Natives   and   the  The  type  and  amount  of  recreation  use  in  Alaska 
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The  proposed  Forty  mile  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  area  extends  for  375  miles  and 
encompasses  three  principal  drainage  systems: 
the  Dennison  and  Mosquito  Forks;  Middle  and 
North  Forks;  and  South  Fork  and  Fortymile 


River.  Water  characteristics  vary  from  small, 
fast,  and  shallow  streams  to  muskeg  marshes 
in  the  headwaters.  In  the  middle  and  lower 
portions  are  canyon-bounded  streams  with 
numerous  rapids. 
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is  often  dependent  upon  the  type  of  access.  Road 
accessible  areas  receive  heavy  pressure  which  is 
increasing  rapidly.  For  example,  when  access  was 
improved  to  Mt.  McKinley  National  Park  in  1972, 
visitation  jumped  from  44,652  (1971)  to  88,625 
(1972). 

The  Fortymile  River  basin  is  an  important  element 
in  the  existing  and  long  range  supply  of  outdoor 
recreation  opportunities  in  the  Region  and  is 
identified  in  the  SCORP  as  having  significant 
potential  which  '  ...could  be  developed...  to  serve 
a  wide  range  of  camping,  hunting,  fishing, 
boating,  and  trail-related  activities...:" 


stream  types  which  range  from  small,  fast,  and 
shallow  streams  to  deep,  wide  pools  which 
culminate  in  strong  white-water  rapids.  There  are 
three  principal  distinctive  drainage  subsystems- 
Dennison  and  Mosquito  Forks;  Middle  and  North 
Forks;  and  South  Fork  and  Fortymile  Fiver. 


DENNISON  AND  MOSQUITO  FORKS 
The  Dennison  and  Mosquito  Forks  (Map  11) 
comprise  more  than  302  miles  of  named  streams 
in  the  uppermost  (southern)  part  of  the  Fortymile 
River  basin  (Table  2).  The  dominant  topographic 
features  are  Mount  Fairplay  (5,541 '),  Mount  Veta 
(5,825'),  Prindle  Volcano,  and  Mosquito   Flats. 


FORTYMILE    RIVER    AND    ITS 
SETTING 

The  Fortymile  River  and  its  principal  tributaries 
are  clear  and  free  flowing,  draining  some  6,562 
square     miles  (4.2     million     acres)     of     the 

Yukon-Tanana  Uplands.  Slightly  more  than  95 
percent  of  the  basin  is  in  Alaska,  the  remainder 
being   in  Yukon  Territory,  Canada. 

An  estimated  1,000  miles  of  named  and  unnamed 
tributaries  form  an  arterial  spiderweb  separated  by 
rounded,  even-topped  mountains  before  joining 
the  Yukon  River  about  150  miles  south  of  the 
Arctic  Circle.  Focusing  on  the  largest  streams  and 
a  representative  sample  of  smaller  tributary 
drainages,  the  proposal  includes  375  miles  of  the 
Alaskan  portion  of  the  Fortymile  River  drainage 
ranging  from  segments  that  are  easily  accessible 
and  where  mining  has  caused  substantial 
alteration  of  the  immediate  environment,  to  those 
which  are  inaccessible  and  remain  primitive  in 
character. 

The  area  provides  a  variety  of  landscapes  ranging 
from  muskeg  marshes  in  areas  such  as  Kechumstuk 
to  alpine  tundra  on  the  flanks  of  5,541-foot  high 
Mount  Fairplay.  Similarly,  there  are  a  variety  of 


Headwater  streams  are  no  more  than  5  to  10  feet 
wide,  shallow,  and  meander  through  open  valleys 
flanked  by  relatively  uniform,  gently  rolling  hills 
and  ridges.  The  Dennison  Fork  downstream  from 
the  confluence  of  the  West  Fort  Dennison  Fork 
and  the  Mosquito  Fork  downstream  from  Gold 
Creek  are  from  15  to  45  feet  wide  and  moderately 
entrenched.  Although  still  shallow,  pools  of  5  to 
10  feet  are   not  uncommon. 

Average  gradient  is  about  8  feet  per  mile.  There 
are  no  falls  or  major  rapids;  however,  the  Dennison 
Fork   has  numerous  small   rapids. 

During  normal  water  years  there  appears  to  be 
sufficient  water  to  float  canoes  or  kayaks  in  the 
Dennison  Fork  drainage  downstream  from  the 
Taylor  Highway  and  on  the  Mosquito  Fork 
downstream  from  Kechumstuk.  It  is  doubtful  that 
motor  boats  can  be  used. 

Attractive,  homogenous,  spruce  forests  line  the 
river  banks.  Thin  fingers  of  spruce  often  line  banks 
through  larger  muskeg  areas.  Major  portions  of 
the  lower  and  middle  Dennison  are  fringed  with 
blackened  skeletons  of  trees  destroyed  in  a 
250,000-acre  forest  fire  during   1966. 
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TABLE  2 

Dennison  and  Mosquito  Forks,  Fortymile  River, 
Alaska—Length  and  Selected  Gradients. 


Length  1/ 
(Miles) 


Average  Gradient 
(feet/mile)  2/ 


Dennison 

Fork 

Dennison 

Fork, 

East 

Fork* 

Dennison 

Fork, 

West 

Fork* 

Gold  Creek 

Kechumsti 

jk  Creek* 

Logging  Cabin  l 

Zreek11 

r 

Mosquito 

Fork* 

Wolf  Creek* 

60 

8.2 

28 

53 

7.3 

17 

25 

15 

86 

8.1 

18 

Total 


302 


]_/  Source:  Dictionary  of  Alaska  Place  Names. 
2/  Relative  proximations  made  from  U.S.G.S.  1:63,360  scale  maps. 
Determination  of  gradient  only  made  for  largest  stream. 

*   All  or  major  portion  of  length  withdrawn  under  Section  17(d)(2)  ANCSA. 
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Flood  plains  are  narrow  with  evidence  of  ice 
scouring  on  trees  up  to  ten  feet  above  normal 
water  levels.  There  are  no  significant  outcrops  of 
rocks  and  the  few  exposed  tend  to  be  of  a  greyish 
or  buffy-brown  color.  The  view  from  the  river 
surface  is  generally  confined  to  the  immediate 
riverbank  by  trees  and  bluffs  5  to  20  feet  high. 

Major  differences  between  the  Mosquito  Fork  and 
Dennison  Fork  are  the  higher  preponderance  of 
muskeg  in  the  Mosquito  Fork  and  access.  The 
Taylor  Highway  provides  direct  access  to  the 
Dennison  Fork  drainage  at  milepost  49  and  to 
Logging  Cabin  Creek.  A  primitive  road  leads  18.5 
miles  to  the  Mosquito  Fork  at  Kechmustuk  from 
the  Taylor  Highway  near  milepost  50.  The  bed 
of  the  Mosquito  Fork  is  composed  of  gravel  while 
the  Dennison  Fork  has  rock  exposure  and  boulders 
in  the   10  to   15-inch  class. 

A  point  of  interest  in  this  area  is  Prindle  Volcano 
to  the  east  of  Mount  Fairplay.  This  extinct,  low 
cinder  cone  volcano,  has  an  unusual  form  and  is 
remote  from  other     Alaskan  volcanos. 

Mosquito  Flats  comprise  a  large  muskeg  area 
covering  an  estimated  47,000  acres  in  the  upper 
middle  part  of  the  Mosquito  Fork  drainage.  Not 
only  does  this  area  provide  important  wildlife 
habitat  but  appears  to  have  a  moderating  and 
stabilizing  impact  on  water  volumes  in  the 
Mosquito   Fork. 


MIDDLE  AND  NORTH  FORKS 
The  Middle  and  North  Forks  (Map  11B)  comprise 
more  than  328  miles  of  named  streams  draining 
the  western  and  northern  part  of  the  Fortymile 
River  basin  (Table  3).  The  dominant  topographic 
features  are  Mount  Harper  (6,543'),  Mount 
Eldridge  (6,250'),  Glacier  Peak  (5,915'),  North 
Peak   (5,745*),  and   "The   Kink." 


Headwater  streams  of  the  Middle  Fork  upstream 
from  Joseph  Creek  are  similar  to  those  of  the 
Mosquito  Fork  in  that  they  are  small,  meandering, 
and   have  a   high   preponderance  of  muskeg. 

The  Middle  Fork  downstream  from  Joseph  Creek 
and  the  North  Fork  are  confined  to  narrow, 
timbered  valleys  where  the  lateral  view  seldom 
exceeds  one  mile. 

The  upper  drainages  of  the  North  Fork  are  small, 
shallow  streams  associated  with  an  alpine 
environment,  with  gradients  as  much  as  140  feet 
per  mile. 

The  Middle  and  North  Forks  average  30  to  50  feet 
in  width,  with  depths  to  10  feet.  Average  gradients 
of  the  Middle  and  North  Forks  are  10  and  18.8 
feet  per  mile  respectively.  There  are  numerous 
small  rapids  in  the  Middle  Fork  and  upper  North 
Fork.  The  North  Fork  has  two  major  rapids:  one 
immediately  downstream  from  the  confluence  of 
the  Middle  Fork;  and  a  short  series  of  rapids 
dropping   17  feet  at   "The   Kink." 

During  normal  water  years  there  is  sufficient  water 
to  float  canoes  and  kayaks  in  the  Middle  Fork 
downstream  from  Joseph  Creek  and  all  of  the 
North  Fork.  Motors  can  be  used  only  during 
periods  of   high  water   levels. 

Attractive  forests  of  spruce  intermixed  with 
hardwoods  line  the  riverbanks  throughout.  Most 
of  the  drainage  has  been  free  of  fires  in  recent 
years. 

Flood  plains  are  narrow  to  nonexistent. 
Downstream  valleys  are  rugged  with  frequent 
outcrops  of  bedrock.  Glistening  verticle  rock  strata 
in  an  otherwise  forested  valley  form  especially 
scenic  vistas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  confluence  of 
the  Middle  Fork  with  the  North  Fork.  The  lower 
portion  of  the  North  Fork  is  deeply  entrenched 
with  bluffs  up  to  400  feet  high  rising  from  the 
river's  edge. 
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TABLE  3 

Middle  and  North  Forks,  Fortymile  River,  Alaska  --  Length 
and  Selected  Gradients 


Name 


Length 

1/ 

Average  Gradient 

(milesT 

(feet/mile)  2/ 

13 

23 

26.2 

18 

116.1 

18 

17 

29.7 

14 

24 

33.3 

9 

8 

60 

10.0 

13 

44 

18.8 

15 

10 

8 

137.4 

10 

140.0 

24 

25.0 

Bear  Creek* 

Champion  Creek* 

Comet  Creek* 

Fish  Creek* 

Hutchinson  Creek* 

Independence  Creek 

Joseph  Creek* 

Little  Whiteman  Creek* 

Mc Kin ley  Creek* 

Middle  Fork* 

Molly  Creek* 

North  Fork* 

"North  Peak  Creek"  3/* 

Pittsburg  Creek* 

Portage  Creek* 

Ruby  Creek* 

Slate  Creek* 


Total 


328 


1/  Source:  Dictionary  of  Alaska  Place  Names. 

2/  Relative  proximations  made  from  U.S.G.S.  1:63,360  scale  maps. 

Determination  of  gradient  only  made  for  largest  streams. 
3/  Unnamed  stream  rising  on  south  flank  of  North  Peak. 

*   All  or  major  portion  of  length  withdrawn  under  Section  17(d)(2)  ANCSA. 
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Both  the  Middle  Fork  and  North  Fork  are 
inaccessible  by  road.  A  good  airstrip  provides 
access  to  the  Middle   Fork  at  Joseph. 

'The  Kink  is  an  area  where  approximately  two 
miles  of  the  natural  stream  channel  of  the  North 
Fork  were  dewatered  in  an  early  gold  placer 
mining  operation.  A  narrow  diversionary  channel 
was  blasted  through  several  hundred  feet  of 
verticle  bedrock  providing  a  structurally  controlled 
meander.  After  rerouting  the  river,  a  ditch  was 
constructed  to  provide  water  for  placer  mining  of 
the  dewatered   natural  streambed. 


SOUTH  FORK  AND  FORTYMILE  RIVER 
The  South  Fork  and  Fortymile  River  (Map  11C) 
comprise  the  primary  drainage  conduit  of  the 
Fortymile  River  basin  in  Alaska.  Table  4  shows 
the  231.5  miles  of  named  streams  associated  with 
the  area.  The  South  Fork  and  Fortymile  River  are 
the  dominant  features. 

The  river  is  30  to  60  feet  wide  and  depths  are 
often  in  excess  of  5  feet  with  an  average  gradient 
of  10  feet  per  mile.  There  are  major  rapids 
separating  relatively  long  (up  to  one  mile)  placid 
pools.  The  streambed  is  composed  of  bedrock, 
gravel,  and  boulders  up  to  several  feet  in  diameter. 

During  normal  water  years  there  is  sufficient  water 
to  float  canoes  and  kayaks  and  it  is  possible  to 
operate  small   motor  boats  with  care. 

The  steep,  bare  outcrops  of  bedrock  flanking  the 
riverbed  are  noteworthy--a  shining,  glacier-like 
exposure  of  white  marble  downstream  from  the 
confluence  of  the  North  and  South  Forks;  and 
colorful  banded  strata  near  O  Brien  Creek. 
Terraced  gravel  benches  deposited  by  prehistoric 
locations  of  the  Fortymile  River  are  prominent 
and  are  a  source  of  placer  gold. 


Road  access  is  good  with  direct  access  from  the 
Taylor  Highway  to  the  West  Fork  at  milepost  49, 
and  to  the  South  Fork  at  milepost  63  the  lower 
end  of  the  Mosquito  Fork  at  milepost  75;  the 
Walker  Fork  at  milepost  82;  and  the  Fortymile 
River  at  milepost   112. 

A  distinctive  feature  of  the  river  area  in  that 
segment  is  the  presence  of  past  and  present  gold 
mining  activities  and  contains  several  sites  which 
may  be  of  historic     significance   (See  Map  7). 


STREAM  FLOW 

Maximum  stream  flow  in  the  Fortymile  River 
basin  generally  occurs  in  late  May  and  early  June 
as  a  result  of  spring  breakup  and  snow  melt, 
although  it  can  occur  as  late  as  September.  Rain 
induced  high  water  can  be  expected  twice  each 
month  in  June  and  July  and  once  in  August. 
Storm  caused  high  waters  rise  rapidly  and  return 
to  normal  seasonal  levels  in  several  days  to  a  week. 
Low  flows  generally  start  in  late  August  and 
September  and  continue  dropping  throughout  the 
winter  when  surface  water  becomes  locked  up  as 
ice  and  snow.  Stream  velocities  are  swift  averaging 
at   least  5  m.p.h. 


The  most  comprehensive  set  of  water  flow  data  in 
the  Fortymile  River  basin  were  collected  during 
1910-12  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (Ellsworth 
and  Davenport.  1915  U.S.G.S.  Water  Survey  Bull. 
No.  W-342).  These  studies  were  made  in  an  effort 
to  determine  water  availability  for  placer  mining. 
Although  these  early  observations  were  limited  in 
extent,  field  observations  in  1972  and  1973 
indicate  the  data  reflect  typical  conditions  during 
normal  water  years.  The  Geological  Survey  s 
long-range  plans  include  consideration  of  gauging 
stations  at  Boundary  on  the  Fortymile,  near 
Chicken  on  Dennison,  and  South  Forks  and  at 
Steel  Creek  on  Steel  Creek. 
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TABLE  4 

South  Fork  -  Fortymile  River,  Fortymile  River, 
Alaska  --  Length  and  Selected  Gradients 


Name 


Length 

1/ 

Average  Gradient 

(miles 

) 

(feet/mile)  2/ 

20 

30.0 

9 

44.4 

7 

60 

10.0 

6 

266.4 

8 

5 

7 

85.5 

25 

4/ 

32.0 

10 

35.0 

42 

2.3 

7 

113.3 

9 

111.1 

9 

150.0 

7. 

5 

53.3 

Buckskin  Creek* 
Canyon  Creek  3/* 
Fortyfive  Pup* 
Fortymile  River* 
Franklin  Creek* 
Kal  Creek* 
Liberty  Creek* 
Napoleon  Creek* 
O'Brien  Creek* 
Smith  Creek* 
South  Fork* 
Steele  Creek* 
Uhler  Creek* 
Wade  Creek* 
Walker  Fork* 


Total  321.5 


1/  Source:  Dictionary  of  Alaskan  Place  Names. 

2/  Relative  proximations  made  from  U.S.G.S.  1:63,360  scale  maps. 

Determination  of  gradient  only  made  for  largest  streams. 
3/  Includes  Woods  Creek. 
4/  Measured  from  1:63,360  scale  U.S.G.S.  map. 

*   All  or  major  portion  of  length  withdrawn  under  Section  17(d)(2)  ANCSA. 
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Pertinent  stream  flow  data  from  a  gauging  station 
on  the  Mosquito  Fork  immediately  downstream 
from  the  confluence  of  Kechumstuk  Creek  show 
that  water  levels  ranged  from  a  gauge  height  of 

1.2  feet  to  5.3  feet  in  June  1912  and  from 
minimum  flow  to  approximately  1.8  feet  in  July, 
August,  and  September,  1910-1912.  At  5.3  feet, 
the  instantaneous  flow  was  4,030  c.f.s.  and  at  1.0 
feet   it  was  270  c.f.s. 

Similar  data  for  1912  on  the  Dennison  Fork  just 
upstream  from  its  confluence  with  the  Mosquito 
Fork  showed  a  fluctuation  in  gauge  height  from 

2.3  feet  to  5.8  feet  in  June  and  from  .8  feet  to 
2.3  feet  in  July  and  August. 

On  the  South  Fork  at  Franklin  the  gauge  height 
ranged  from  7.57  feet  on  May  19,  1911,  to 
between  3.95  and  10.5  feet  in  June  1912,  and 
between  2.0  and  6.5  feet  in  July,  August,  and 
September. 

Comparable  data  for  the  Middle-North  Forks 
drainage  is  lacking.  However,  it  is  assumed  that 
these  streams  would  closely  follow  that  shown  for 
the  South   Fork. 

Because  of  its  spiderweb  character,  youthful 
nature,     and  the     presence     of     permafrost, 

rain-induced  rises  in  water  levels  can  be  sudden. 


WATER  QUALITY 

There  have  been  no  comprehensive  water  quality 

studies   on   the   Fortymile   River  or   its  principal 

tributaries. 

The  Fortymile  River  and  its  principal  tributaries 
are  nonglacial.  There  is  no  evidence  of  floating 
debris  or  undesirable  aquatic  life.  Overall  water 
quality  is  considered  good  and  is  used  without 
treatment  by  boaters,  prospectors,  hunters,  and 
fishermen    for    drinking    and    cooking    purposes. 


Water  in  the  upper  Mosquito  Fork  has  a  brownish 
cast  which  appears  to  be  related  to  the  peaty  soils 
of  the  abundant  muskeg.  Water  quality  in  the 
Dennison,  Middle  and  North  Forks  is  good  and 
exhibits   little  recent  evidence  of  man's  activity. 

There  are  a  few  habitations  in  the  Fortymile  basin. 
It  is  not  known  what  effect  disposal  of  human 
wastes  associated  with  these  homes  has  on  water 
quality. 

There  are  no  industrial  activities  in  the  Alaskan 
portion  of  the  basin  other  than  those  associated 
with   mining. 

A  natural  increase  in  turbidity  and  sediment  load 
occurs  after  periods  of  rain.  The  amount  and 
duration  of  turbidity  seems  to  be  highest  where 
there  has  been  substantial  disturbances  of  the 
stream  channel  or  vegetation  cover. 
The  lower  five  miles  of  the  Mosquito  Fork,  South 
Fork,  and  Fortymile  River  are  occasionally 
influenced  by  placer  mining  operations.  Wildfire 
and  to  a  lesser  degree,  road  maintenance  increase 
sediment  loads  and  turbidity. 

Water  temperatures  are  generally  too  cool  for 
swimming  except  for  a  very  short  period  in  late 
July  and  early  August. 

Because  of  the  high  incidence  of  placer  mining  in 
the  drainage  both  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  have  made  periodic  examinations  of  specific 
mining  operations.  These  limited  observations  note 
that  action  can  be  taken  to  substantially  reduce 
the  amounts  of  suspended  sediments  in  the 
effluent  from   placer  mines  in  the  basin. 

State  water  quality  standards  approved  in  1973 
by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  will 
prohibit  degradation  of  existing  water  quality. (See 
Appendix)  In  the  long-term,  it  is  anticipated  that 
existing  water  quality  will   be     enhanced. 
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WATER  RIGHTS  AND  NAVIGABILITY 
There  are  no  adjudicated  water  rights  in  the 
proposal  area.  There  are,  however,  several  small 
adjudications  associated  with  placer  mining 
operations  in  Walker  Fork  drainage  upstream  from 
the  proposal. 

Early  mining  records  indicate  that  small  boats  used 
the  Fortymile  River  to  move  freight  between  the 
Yukon  River  in  Canada  and  the  Alaska  mining 
communities  in  the  Fortymile  River  basin  (Prindle. 
1905,  U.S.G.S  Bull.  No.  251).  The  upstream, 
movement  of  freight  was  described  as  ...rather 
difficult  as  current  is  swift  and  rapids  are 
numerous,  but  small  boats  carry  freight  as  far  as 
Chicken  Creek  on  the  Mosquito   Fork." 

Under  criteria  being  developed  by  the  State  of 
Alaska,  it  appears  that  most  portions  of  the 
proposal  may  be  navigable.  Table  5  and  Map 
12  show  the  specific  segments  where  there  is 
normally  sufficient  water  to  float  small, 
non-motorized  watercraft. 


WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 

There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  water  resource 

development  projects  in  the  Fortymile  River  basin. 

A  potential  hydroelectric  project  is  located  in  the 
Fortymile  River  basin  about  six  miles  upstream 
from  the  Canadian   border   (Map   10). 

The  Alaska  Power  Administration  reports  that 
studies  to  date  consist  of  inventory  grade 
evaluations  as  a  single  purpose  hydroelectric  power 
development.  The  reservoir  elevation  would  be 
about  1,550  feet  or  about  390  feet  deep  at  the 
concrete     arch     dam.     Estimated     firm     power 

1/  October  1965  Price  Base,  Preliminary 
approximations  for  inventory  purposes,  APA, 
February,  1973. 


potential  is  166,000  kilowatts  at  50  percent 
annual  load  factor  with  firm  energy  of  723  million 
kilowatt  hours  per  year.  The  reservoir  area  would 
have  a  surface  of  about  23  square  miles,  and  would 
inundate  about  20  miles  of  the  Fortymile  River, 
14  miles  of  the  North  Fork,  18  miles  of  the  South 
Fork  and  6  miles  of  O'Brien  Creek. 

Present  studies  provide  only  rough  estimates  of 
probable  project  costs.  Value  of  electric  energy 
from  the  project  is  estimated  by  the  Alaska  Power 
Administration  to  be  approximately  $10  million 
per  year.  Construction  costs  are  estimated  to  be 
$140  million.1 

As  a  single  purpose  power  project,  annual 
drawdown  is  estimated  to  be  65  feet.  Ultimate 
development  with  addition  of  other  project 
purposes,  however,  would  moderate  the  overall 
annual  drawdown. 

Transmission  line  routes  have  not  been  identified. 
Access  for  construction  of  the  project  would  likely 
be  by  a  new  road  extending  15  miles  downstream 
from  the  existing  Taylor  Highway  at  milepost  ± 
112. 

Though  the  Fortymile  project  is  identified  by  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration  as  one  of  the  more 
favorable  hydroelectric  potentials  in  Alaska,  it 
does  not  appear  to  be  economically  justifiable  as 
a  single-purpose  power  development.  Studies  have 
not  been  made  of  benefits  that  might  result  from 
development  of  the  project  under  appropriate 
multi-purpose   plans. 

The  Alaska  Power  Administration  considers  the 
project  to  have  sufficient  value  to  merit 
consideration  in  long-range  plans  for  the  Fortymile 
basin  but,  concludes  that  its  potential  is  of 
relatively  low  priority  in  terms  of  broader  regional 
needs. 

Water  is  used  quite  extensively  for  mining  in  the 
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Varying  water  characteristics  and  stream  flows 
cause  canoeists  to  carefully  scout  rapids  before 
deciding  to  "line"  or  "run"  them. 
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TABLE  5 

Segments  of  the  Fortymile  River  and  its 
Principal  Tributaries  Generally  Having 
Sufficient  Water  to  Float  Canoes 


Dennison-Mosquito  Fork 

Dennison  Fork  downstream  from  confluence  of  Dennison 
Fork,  East  Fork,  Dennison  Fork,  West  Fork  Downstream 
from  section  15,  T.  21  N.,  R.  14  E. ,  Mosquito  Fork 
downstream  from  the  vicinity  of  Mitchel's  Ranch. 

Middle-North  Forks 

Middle  Fork  downstream  from  the  vicinity  of  Joseph  North 
Fork  in  its  entirety. 

South  Fork-Fortymile  River 

South  Fork  in  its  entirety 

Walker  Fork  downstream  from  Wade  Creek 

Fortymile  River  in  its  entirety 
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MAP  12.  WHITEWATER/NAVIGATION 
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Fortymile  area.  Remains  of  old  ditches  for 
diversions  of  streams  in  placer  and  hydraulic 
operations  are  evident  in  the  heavily-mined  areas 
of  lower  Mosquito  Fork,  South  Fork,  Walker  Fork 
and  Fortymile  River.  A  small  segment  of  the 
North  Fork  at  "The  Kink"  was  completely 
dewatered  in  early   mining. 


level  terraces,  remnants  of  the  ancient  drainage, 
occur  in  many  places  along  the  main  streams  and 
their  tributaries.  They  range  in  size  from  a  few 
square  feet  to  more  than  a  square  mile.  They 
consist  of  coarse  gravel,  a  few  feet  to  many  tens 
of  feet  thick,  overlying  truncated  bedrock.  In  most 
places  the  terraces  are  gently  sloping,  have 
permafrost,  and  are  muskeg  covered. 


GEOLOGICAL  AND  MINERAL   RESOURCES 


GEOLOGICAL 

The  Fortymile  River  basin  is  underlain  by 
complexly  folded  and  faulted  metamorphic  rocks 
that  have  been  intruded  by  felsic,  mafic  and 
ultramafic  rocks.  In  places  Cretaceous  and  or 
Tertiary  sedimentary  rocks  lie  unconformably  on 
older  metamorphic  or  igneous  rocks.  A  major 
structure,  the  Tintina  Fault  zone  is  north  of  the 
basin. 

The  basic  topography  consists  of  rolling  hills 
mantled  with  soil,  tundra  and  forest  cover  with 
some  bedrock  exposures.  Frost  heaving  also 
produces  surface  rubble  which  masks  the 
underlying  rock.  Bedrock  exposures  are  best  seen 
in  the  river  valleys  where  steep  topography  exists 
but  even  there,  terraced  gravel  deposits  often  hide 
bedrock. 


The  rocks  in  the  northern  part  of  the  basin  are 
mostly  metamorphic  and  consist  of  quartz-mica 
schist,  greenschist,  greenstone,  quartzite,  and 
marble.  They  have  been  intruded  by  Mesozoic  and 
Tertiary  igneous  rocks  of  granitic  composition. 
The  Middle  Fork  in  the  proposal  area  locally  cuts 
through  felsic  volcanic  rocks,  but  elsewhere 
metamorphic  rocks  and  hornblende-bearing 
granitic  rocks  are  the  dominant  types.  The  North 
Fork,  Fortymile,  and  South  Fork  flow  mostly 
through  metamorphic  rocks  consisting  primarily 
of  quartz-mica  schist,  hornblende  gneiss,  quartzite, 
and  marble.  In  places,  granitic  rocks  margin  the 
river,  and  on  the  Fortymile,  ultramatic  rocks  are 
also  exposed  in  the  cliffs.  The  southern  part  of 
the  basin  has  a  wide  variety  of  metamorphic  rocks 
and  volcanic  rocks,  augen  gneiss,  and  granitic  rocks 
of  Mt.  Fairplay.  In  the  vicinity  of  Chicken,  basalt, 
felsic  volcanic  rocks,  and  Tertiary  sedimentary 
rocks  occur  along  with  the  metamorphic  and 
granitic  rocks.  Cretaceous  sedimentary  rocks  are 
known  in  the  Dennison  Fork  and  West  Fork 
drainage  areas. 


Primary  color  of  bedrock  is  grey.  Occasionally 
exposures  of  white  marble  and  colorful  banded 
metamorphic   rocks  are  found. 

The  Fortymile  River  drainage  system  is 
superimposed  on  a  geologically  older  drainage,  and 
the  present  streams  are  entrenched  to  depths 
which  range  from  a  few  tens  of  feet  to  more  than 
600  feet.  Well-preserved  entrenched  meanders  are 
common  and  in  places  there  are  narrow  gorges 
with  rocky  cliffs  several  hundred  feet  high.  High 


MINERAL   RESOURCES 

The  overall  geology  of  the  Fortymile  River  basin 
is  favorable  for  occurrence  of  metallic  minerals. 
(Map  5) 

Base  metal  lodes  are  known  to  occur  in  small 
abundant  veins  throughout  the  basin.  These 
contain  significant  amounts  of  lead,  tungsten, 
nickel,  chromium,  copper,  zinc,  antimony,  iron 
and  molybdenum.  None  have  yet  been  developed 
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but  the  overall  geologic  framework  of  limestone 
rich  metamorphic  rocks  intruded  by  various 
igneous  rocks  and  other  geologic  factors  can  be 
considered  as  conducive  to  the  formation  of 
commercial-sized  deposits. 


2.  Tributary  areas  to  the  upper  North   Fork 

3.  Hutchinson  Creek 

4.  Champion  Creek 

These  appear  to  be  related  to  fault  structures. 


The  recent  commercial  development  of  asbestos 
along  the  Tintina  Fault  zone  in  the  lower 
Fortymile  River  basin  in  Yukon  Territory,  Canada, 
has  raised  considerable  interest  in  the  Alaska 
portion  of  the  Fortymile  where  similar  conditions 
may  exist.  The  Canadian  mine,  located  at  Clinton 
Creek,  was  first  staked  in  1957  and  initially 
explored  in  1957  and  1958.  A  decision  was  made 
to  start  production  in  1965  and  actual  production 
started  in  late  1967.  By  1969,  the  mining  rate  was 
3,100  tons  per  day  of  7  percent  asbestos  fiber. 
The  mill  can  process  about  100,000  tons  of  fiber 
annually.  The  ore  body  is  about  4,500  feet  long 
and  1,000  feet  wide  with  an  estimated  reserve  of 
23  million  tons. 

Asbestos  of  commercial  grade  has  been  found  on 
a  ridge  separating  the  drainages  of  the  North  Fork 
from  the  Middle  Fork  in  the  lower  Late  Creek 
drainage,  and  to  the  south  of  Champion  Creek 
(Foster,   1969  U.S.G.S.  Circ.   No.  611). 


A  locally  significant  deposit  of  subbitumious  coal 
occurs  at  Chicken. 

There  are  no  oil  or  gas  deposits  associated  with 
the  proposal. 

It  is  gold  that  makes  the  Fortymile  River  area 
prominent  and  today  gold  remains  the  only  known 
metallic  mineral  of  economic  significance. 

In  the  fall  of  1886  gold  was  first  discovered  in 
gravel  bars  on  the  Fortymile  River  at  Franklin 
Creek  and  from  that  time  on  gold  production 
became  a  steady,  if  not  spectacular,  component 
of  the  resource  uses  in  the  basin.  Nearly  all  gold 
in  the  basin  has  been  taken  from  placer  deposits 
in  the  streams  or  higher  ancient  stream  terraces. 
Lode  deposits  of  gold  have  not  been  found  in 
sufficient  quantity  to  mine  except  for  small 
deposits  in  quartz  and  calcite  veins  just  north  of 
Chicken. 


The  Alaska  Department  of  Highways  mines  gravel 
for  highway  maintenance  purposes  from  the  flood 
plain  of  the  South  Fork  in  the  vicinity  of  Chicken. 

Maps  showing  the  distribution  of  anomalous 
amounts  of  selected  elements  found  during 
geochemical  analysis  of  some  1,600  stream 
sediment  and  1,500  rock  samples  are  available  for 
the  Fortymile  River  basin  north  of  Kechumstuk 
(Foster  and  Yount  1972.  Misc.  Field  Studies  Map, 
MF-356,  U.S.G.S.).  Earlier  geochemical  studies 
suggested  several  areas  which  are  worthy  of  further 
sampling  and  geologic  exploration  because  of  silver 
concentrations: 

1.  Alder  Creek 


Foster  and  Clark  (1970)  stated:  the  present 
geochemical  studies  in  the  Fortymile  area  "...have 
not  conclusively  indicated  either  the  presence  or 
the  absence  of  undiscovered  gold  deposits.... It  is 
likely  that  anomalies  in  some  areas  are  due  to 
sulfide  minerals  in  greenschist  and  greenstones  are 
not  indicators  of  mineral  deposits...." 

In  a  few  places  the  high-level  terraces  have  been 
prospected  for  gold  but  because  of  the  difficulty 
of  getting  water  to  them,  the  only  significant 
mining  in  the  proposal  area  has  been  on  the 
terraces  of  Napoleon  Creek.  However,  the  high 
terraces  are  one  of  the  most  promising  sources  of 
placer  gold  and  possibly  the  only  remaining  source 
that   might   produce   significant   amounts    in   the 
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Fortymile  area.  The  gold  is  spotty  in  occurrence 
and  would  require  moving  very  large  amounts  of 
gravel  for  recovery. 

Between  1886  and  1942  an  estimated  $8.7  million 
in  gold  was  recovered  in  the  Fortymile  Mining 
District.  Production  was  for  all  practical  purposes 
at  a  standstill  during  the  war  years  1943  to  1946. 
From  1946  to  1962,  an  additional  $1.5  million 
in  gold  was  recovered. 

Although  the  Fortymile  Mining  District  includes 
more  than  the  Fortymile  River  basin,  it  is 
important  to  note  that  almost  all  gold  in  the 
district  comes  from  areas  in  the  Fortymile  River 
area:  upper  eastern  tributaries  of  O  Brien  Creek, 
Steele  Creek,  Wade  Creek,  Franklin  Creek, 
Chicken  and   Boundary. 

Of  these.  Boundary  and  the  tributary  areas  to 
O'Brien  Creek  are  completely  outside  the 
proposal. 

Early  mining  activities  were  conducted  by  utilizing 
rockers  or  pans  on  the  bars  and  sluices  in  the  small 
gulches.  In  1907  the  first  dredge  became 
operational  and  1909  there  were  two:  one  on 
Walker  Fork,  the  other  on  South  Fork.  In  1910 
five  different  dredges  were  operating  on  the 
Fortymile  River  and  its  tributaries.  These  were 
moved  as  placer  deposits  became  unprofitable  or 
when  wood  to  fuel  the  steam  boilers  was  no  longer 
readily  available.  During  the  1920's  small 
individual  operations  began  to  merge  and  by  the 
late  1920's  most  of  the  production  came  from 
dredges  and  consolidated  enterprises.  With  an 
increase  in  the  fixed  price  of  gold  from  $20.67 
to  $35.00  an  ounce  in  1934,  gold  mining  increased 
each  year.  In  1940  diesel  engines  replaced 
wood-fired  steam  boilers  on  the  Wade  Creek 
dredge.  Between  1943  and  1946  the  war  effort 
diverted  men  and  machinery  from  mining.  In  1946 
some  19  placer  mines  produced  gold.  Two  mining 
companies,    the    Yukon    Placer    Mining  Company 


operating  in  the  headwaters  Walker  Fork,  and  the 
Wade  Creek  Dredging  Company  operating  on  Wade 
Creek,  together  produced  8,008  ounces  of  gold 
and  1,397  ounces  of  silver,  approximately  75 
percent  of  the  total  gold  and  silver  produced  in 
the  Fortymile  Mining  District  that  year.  Increasing 
costs  reduced  the  number  of  operating  placer 
mines  to  five  in  1961.  This  downward  trend 
continued  until  this  past  year  when  the  price  of 
gold  was  raised. 

Map  5  shows  the  approximate  location  of  mining 
claims  assembled  for  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land 
Use  Planning  Commission  (Anchorage)  by  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Mines.  These  data  were  compiled  from 
records  of  the  Alaska  State  Division  of  Geology 
and  Geophysical  Survey.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  each  map  symbol  does  not  necessarily 
represent  a  single  mining  claim  (range  is  from  1 
to  199  and  some  have  an  unknown  number).  For 
example  the  two  dots  denoting  asbestos  claims 
between  the  North  and  Middle  Forks  represent  a 
total  of   109  separate  lode  claims. 

Recorded  claims  associated  with  the  proposal  are: 
31  lode  claims,  390  placer  claims,  and  9  claims 
which  are  not  identified  as  either  lode  or  placer. 
Of  these,  5  lode,  14  placer  and  1  unidentified  (all 
for  gold)  are  associated  with  areas  proposed  for 
Wild  River  designation;  while  7  claim  groups  with 
more  than  89  claims  are  associated  with  the 
proposed  Recreational  River  designation.  The 
remainder  are  associated  with  proposed  Scenic 
River  areas.  An  estimated  90  percent  of  all  claims 
associated  with  the  proposal  are  on  placer  gold. 
The  remainder  are  lode  deposits  or  placer  gold  in 
combination  with  some  other  mineral.  A  single 
coal  lease  is  located  at  Chicken.  Asbestos  claims 
between  the  North  and  Middle  Forks  are  not 
included  within  the  proposal. 

Although  the  oldest  mining  area  in  Alaska,  only 
507  acres  in  7  claims  have  been  patented  (see  Land 
Ownership  Map  3). 
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It  was  in  the  Forty  mile  River  basin  that  gold  in 
Alaska  was  first  discovered  in  1886.  Relics  from 


the  Alaska  gold  rush  provide  interesting  oppor- 
tunities to  observe  the  area 's  history. 


63 


Gold  mining  in  the  Forty  mile  River  has  sub- 
stantially altered  the  environment,  yet  when 
viewed  from  the  river  the  area  is  pleasing  to  the 
eye. 
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An  adequate  supply  of  water  is  necessary  to  placer 
mine  successfully  and  early  failures-especially 
from  1910  to  1913-were  due  to  the  lack  of  water. 


SO/LS 

Soil  depths  are  variable  ranging  from  little  to  none 
on  the  steep  rock  outcrops  along  the  Fortymile 
River  to  moderately  deep  gravel  deposits  covered 
with  peaty  to  silty  soils  in  the  upper  Mosquito 
Fork  and  Middle  Fork  drainages.  The  specific  type 
of  soil  at  any  one  given  location  reflects,  among 
other  things,  the  adjacent  and  parent  bedrock 
material,  slope,  permafrost,  and  the  extent  if  any, 
of  past  placer  mining  and  forest  fires.  The  best 
immediate  indication  of  soil  types  is  the  overlying 
vegetation. 

Hills  and  valley  slopes  erode  when  vegetation  is 
disturbed. 

The  entire  area  is  underlain  with  discontinuous 
permafrost.  In  fine  grained  soils  permafrost  starts 
at  a  depth  of  two  or  three  feet  while  in  course 
grained  materials  it  may  not  start  until  a  depth 
of  approximately  ten  feet.  Ice  lenses  five  to  six 
feet  thick  are  exposed  in  muskeg  stream  banks 
along  the  upper  drainages  of  the  Dennison, 
Mosquito  and  Middle  Forks.  Any  surface 
disturbance  will  change  the  balance  of  heat  flow; 
causing  thaw  and  resulting  in  surface  slumpage  and 
thermokarst  formation  where  ice  lenses  or  sedges 
are  found. 

Soils  are  expected  to  be  generally  non-productive 
because  of  the  slow  rate  of  the  decomposition  of 
organic  material  and  release  of  nutrients. 

However,  vegetables  and  flowers  are  grown  under 
similar  conditions  at  Chicken  and  at  Eagle  to  the 
north  of  the  proposal  area  and  along  the  Alaska 
Highway  to  the  south. 


VEGETATION 

Plant  associations  within  the  immediate 
environment  of  the  river  are  varied  and  reflect  past 
fire  history,  slope,  soil,  and  the  presence  or 
absence  of  permafrost.  Figure  2  shows  the  overall 
relationships  of  the  various  plant  communities  in 
the  proposed  area. 

Alpine  tundra  consists  of  rock  and  frost-heaved 
rubble  interspersed  with  low  mat  herbaceous  and 
shrubby  plants.  Typical  plants  include  alpine 
bearberry,  white  mountain-avens,  alpine  azalea, 
dwarf  and  bog  blueberry  and  mountain-cranberry. 
Also  found  are  moss-campion  and  several  sedges 
and  grasses.  This  vegetative  type  generally  occurs 
between  elevations  of  2,000  to  3,500  feet. 

Closed  spruce-hardwood  is  the  dominant  forest 
type  along  the  river  valley.  The  tree  line  extends 
up  to  almost  2,500  feet  in  elevation.  White  spruce 
stands  are  found  on  the  warm,  dry  south-facing 
slopes  where  drainage  is  good  and  permafrost  is 
lacking  or  not  close  to  the  surface.  Associated  with 
white  spruce  are  paper  birch,  balsam  poplar, 
bearberry,  red  current,  prickly  rose,  several 
willows,  mountain-cranberry  and   bog  blueberry. 

Quaking  aspen  are  found  in  upland  areas  on 
south-facing  slopes.  Over  a  period  of  60  to  80 
years,  quaking  aspen  are  replaced  by  white  spruce 
in  all  but  the  driest  areas.  After  a  disturbance  of 
fire  occurs  on  well-drained  lowland  river  terraces, 
the  quaking  aspen  are  sometimes  replaced  by  black 
spruce.  Other  plants  commonly  associated  with 
the  quaking  aspen  type  are  white  and  black  spruce, 
several  willow,  bearberry,  prickly  rose, 
buffaloberry,  and  mountain-cranberry.  In 
addition,  there  are  well  developed  stands  of  the 
balsam  poplar  type,  open-black  spruce  and 
flood-plain  thickets. 

The  balsam  poplar  type  reaches  its  greatest  size 
and  abundance  on  floodplains  or  the  many  deltas 
at  the  mouths  of  side  drainages.  Other  important 
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plants  associated  with  this  type  are  alders,  black 
Cottonwood,  willows,  prickly  rose,  and  high  bush 
cranberry. 

Open,  sparse,  black  spruce  forests  are  found  on 
north-facing  slopes  and  poorly  drained  lowlands 
where  permafrost  is  close  to  the  surface. 
Associated  with  the  black  spruce  is  an  underlying 
thick  moss  mat,  often  of  sphagnum  moss,  sedges, 
and  grasses. 

Floodplain  thickets  grow  on  exposed  alluvial 
deposits  which  are  periodically  flooded.  The 
dominant  shrubs  are  willows  and  sometimes  alders, 
American   red  raspberry,  and   prickly   rose. 

The  dry,  steep,  rocky  south-facing  slopes  in  the 
river  valley  provide  localized  environments 
favorable  for  sagebrush  growth. 


density,  together  with  moderately  steep 
topography,  difficult  access,  and  small  size  and 
low  density  of  timber  stands  in  the  proposal  area 
suggests  little  likelihood  for  economic 
development  at  the   present  time. 

A  few  trees  have  been  cut  for  construction  of 
hunting,  trapping,  and  building  cabins  and  for 
related  use  as  fuel.  Wood  for  use  in  placer  mining 
activities  was  also  important  until  steam  boilers 
were  replaced  by  diesel  engines.  Prior  to  1940  the 
dredge  on  Wade  Creek  used  an  average  of  12  cords 
of  wood  during  an  operational  day,  or  1 ,500  cords 
annually.  The  availability  of  wood  for  fuel  also 
affected  the  location  of  early  dredging  operations. 
Wood-fueled  fires  were  used  by  individual  placer 
miners  to  thaw  frozen  gravels  and  permafrost 
during  the  winter  months.  Stumps  from  these  tree 
harvests  are  still  evident. 


In  addition  to  esthetic  and  wildlife  values,  the 
natural  vegetation  in  the  Fortymile  River  area  is 
extremely  important  in  maintaining  water  quality 
and  a  stable  watershed.  Dense  ground  cover  of 
grasses,  moss,  shrubs  and  trees  retards  surface 
runoff  and   insulates  the  underlying  permafrost. 


TIMBER 

Some  of  the  forested  lands  in  the  Fortymile  River 
corridor  can  be  considered  as  commercial  forest 
lands.  Commercial  is  defined  as  land  capable  of 
annually  producing  20  cubic  feet  of  usable  wood 
per  acre.  This  is  not  to  say  that  economic  timber 
harvesting  would  be  possible.  Stringers  of  white 
spruce  and  isolated  stands  of  aspen,  birch,  and 
balsam  poplar  of  commercial  size  are  found  along 
the  river.  However,  no  data  exist  on  acreage  or 
board  feet  of  commercial  timber  found  along  the 
river,  or  are  there  any  estimates  as  to  what 
percentage  of  the  corridor  or  timber  within  the 
corridor  would  be  considered  of  commercial  size. 
Preliminary     examination     of    the    forest    cover 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

King   salmon,   chum   salmon,    northern  pike  and 

whitefish  are  found   in  the  lower  river  segment. 

Sheefish  are  found  upstream  to  the  vicinity  of  the 

confluence    of    the     North     and    South    Forks. 

Grayling,  burbot  and  round  whitefish  are  found 

throughout. 

Grayling  appear  to  constitute  the  majority  of  the 
sports  catch.  Fishing  in  the  Fortymile  drainage  is 
considered  fair  to  excellent. 

The  Fortymile  has  an  abundance  and  variety  of 
wildlife.  Moose,  caribou,  wolves,  black  and  brown 
grizzly  bears  are  distributed  throughout  the 
valleys.  Lynx,  otter,  beaver,  martin,  fox,  and 
wolverine  are  also  found.  Depending  upon  the 
time  of  year  and  location,  evidence  of  these 
animals  or  the  animal  itself  may  be  observed  along 
the  river  s  edge. 

The   Alaska    Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has 
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identified  important  wildlife  habitat  for  Dall 
sheep,  moose  and  caribou  within  the  basin.  These 
are   listed   in   Table  6  and  shown  on   Map   13. 

In  addition  to  big  game  habitat,  the  East  and  West 
Forks  of  the  Dennison  Fork,  and  Mosquito  Flats 
including  the  lower  portions  of  Wolf  and 
Kechumstuk  Creeks  provide  nesting  habitat  for 
lesser  scaup,  pintails,  wigeons,  mallards, 
green-winged  teals,  white-winged  scoters, 
buffleheads,  American  goldeneyes,  canvasbacks, 
and  shovelers.  Less  common  are  redheads, 
ring-necked  ducks,  blue-winged  teals  and  gadwalls. 
Trumpeter  swans  also  may  nest  in  the  area.  Canada 
and  white-fronted  geese  and  little  brown  cranes 
are  common  in  the  wet  muskeg  areas. 

Cliffs  in  the  lower  river  area  are  used  for  nesting 
sites  by  eagles,  several  species  of  hawks,  ravens  and 
swallows.  Ospreys  also  nest  in  the  river  area. 

The  threatened  American  peregrine  falcon  is 
known  to  nest  on  cliffs  along  the  North  and 
Middle  Forks  and  is  believed  to  nest  along  the 
South   Fork  and   Fortymile   River. 

Birds  other  than  waterfowl  include  the  spruce 
grouse,  rock  and  willow  ptarmigan,  several  species 
of  owls  and  songbirds.  Because  the  upper  Yukon 
River  is  a  northward  extension  of  the  Great  Plains 
and  is  also  on  the  fringe  of  coastal  areas,  there 
is  a  mixture  of  birdlife  in  the  Fortymile  River 
basin   not  typical  of    Interior  Alaska. 


LAND   OWNERSHIP 

Virtually  all  320,000  acres  included  within  the 
proposal  are  in  Federal  ownership  and  are 
managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
Existing  non-Federal  ownership  amounts  to  555 
acres   (Table  7,  Map  3). 

An    additional    231    acres    in   9   applications   are 


pending  transfer  to  private  control,  including  6 
applications  for  175  acres  under  the  Native 
Allotment  Act  of  1906  (Table  8,  Map  3).  These 
9  pending  applications  have  not  been  adjudicated 
by  the   Bureau  of   Land   Management. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that 
each  application  will  become  privately-controlled 
lands. 

Portions  of  the  existing  Taylor  Highway 
right-of-way  at  river  crossings  such  as  at  Mileposts 
49,  63,  75,  and  112  are  included  in  the  total 
acreage  of  the  proposal.  The  highway  right-of-way 
alongside  Wade  Creek  and  parts  of  O'Brien  Creek 
as  well  as  proposed  relocations  of  the  existing 
highway  at  Chicken  would  also  be  within  the 
proposal. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Alaska  Statehood  Act, 
the  streambed  of  the  Fortymile  River  and  some 
of  its  principal  tributaries  within  the  proposal  may 
be  State  ownership.  Such  a  determination  will  be 
on  whether  the  waters  are  navigable  within  the 
concept  of  that  Act.  Approximately  7,500  acres 
would   be  involved. 

All  or  portions  of  approximately  430  mining 
claims  are  within  or  directly  associated  with  the 
proposal.  The  status  of  these  claims  is  unknown. 

All  Federal  lands  within  the  protracted  survey 
sections  which  are  wholly  or  in  part  within  one 
mile  of  the  mean  high  water  mark  of  the 
Fortymile  River  and  its  principal  tributaries  and 
all  islands  and  islets  within  the  proposal  have  been 
withdrawn  as  national  interest  lands  (d-2)  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act. 

Substantial  portions  of  the  Middle  Fork,  North 
Fork,  Fortymile  River,  and  all  of  O'Brien  Creek 
areas  included  within  the  proposal  are  adjoined  by 
lands  which  have  been  made  available  for  Native 
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TABLE  6 


Important  Wildlife  Habitat  Areas 
Fortymile  River  Basin,  Alaska  1/ 


Species  Area  Comment 


Dall  Sheep        Mount  Eldridge-     Walk-in  high  quality 

Glacier  Mountain     hunting  area 

Moose  Mount  Fairplay,     Fall -Winter 

Chicken  concentrations 

Dennison  Fork,  West 

Fork  Dennison  Fork, 

Mosquito  Fork  Flats  Winter  concentrations 

incl.  Kechumstuk 

and  Wolf  Creeks 

Taylor  Mountain- 
O'Brien  Creek      Fall  concentrations 
Kechumstuk  Mt. 

Caribou  Middle  Fork 

(South  of  Joseph    Calving  area 
Creek) 


]_/  January  1973,  Alaska's  Wildlife  and  Habitat,  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 
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TABLE  7 


Non-Federal  Ownership,  Fortymile 
Wild  and  Scenic  River,  Alaska 


Location       Acreage    Type  Owner 


Milepost  49  1/ 

5 

Homesite 

Spaulding 

River  Milepost  66 1/  5 

Homes ite 

? 

Milepost  66  1/ 

5 

Homesite 

? 

Milepost  67  1/ 

507 

2/  Mineral  Patent 

FE 

Milepost  75  1/ 

6 

Trade  &  Manufacturing 

State  Highway  Dept. 

Milepost  78  1/ 

5 

Homesite 

Robinson 

Milepost  112  1/ 

5 

Homesite 

Weston 

Milepost  113  1/ 

7 

Quit  Claim  Deed 

State  Highway  Dept. 

Milepost  114  1/ 

5 

Homesite 

Sinclair 

Milepost  132  1/ 

5 

Homesite 

Wolfe 

Total 

555 
'ay 

acres--16  parcels 

1/  Taylor  H i g hv, 

2/  7  Parcels 

73 


TABLE  8 


Lands  Pending  Transfer  to  Non-Federal  Control 
Fortymile  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  Alaska 


Type  of  Application 
and  Location 


Date 
Filed 


Acreage 


Native  Allotments 

Kechumstuk    ( 

Chicken       ( 

Joseph       ( 

Champion  Creek. ( 

Champion  Creek. ( 

O'Brien  Creek. . ( 

1920)  1/     Feb.  1970 

1935)  Jan.  1969 

1957)  Jan.  1972 

1955)  Mar.  1972 

1955)  Mar.  1972 

.I960)  Mar.  1972 
Sub-total  (6  applications) 


40 
5 
10 
40 
40 
40 
175 


Homesites 
O'Brien  Creek  Mar.  1967 

O'Brien  Creek  June  1968 

Sub-total  (2  applications) 


5 
_5 
10 


Airport  Lease 
O'Brien  Creek 

Totals    (9  applications) 


Feb.  1973 


56 


231 


1/  Parentheses  ()  indicate  year  applicant  started  to  use  the  land. 
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regional  deficiency  selection.  None  of  these  lands 
are  included  within  the  proposal. 

There  are  no  lands  withdrawn  for  Native  village 
selection  included  within  the  proposal. 

It  is  assumed  that  Doyon,  Ltd.  will  apply  for  the 
abandoned  village  sites  of  Kechumstuk  and  Joseph 
as  historical   places  and  cemetery  sites. 


LAND  USE 

Present  land  uses  include  mining  and  recreational 
activities  (hunting,  fishing,  trapping,  boating, 
sightseeing).  The  proposed  Wild  and  Scenic  and 
Recreational  River  segments  are  characterized  by 
a  pleasing  environment  which  ranges  from 
primitive  where  there  is  little  evidence  of  man's 
activities  (such  as  upper  North  Fork)  to  Wade 
Creek  where  the  environment  has  been 
substantially  altered  by  placer  mining.  Most 
intensive  uses  are  associated  with  the  corridor 
adjoining  the  existing  Taylor  Highway. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  maintains  a 
campground-picnic  area  on  the  Walker  Fork,  a 
small  campground  along  the  highway  in  the  upper 
part  of  the  O'Brien  Creek  drainage,  the  Fortymile 
River  Wilderness  Canoe  Trail  southeast  of  Chicken, 
and  the  Liberty  campground  on  Taylor  Highway 
south  of  Eagle. 

There  are  no  communities  with  a  population  of 
more  than  25  within  the  area.  The  largest, 
Chicken,  has  a  post  office  and  an  estimated 
permanent  population  of  8.  The  summertime 
population  is  much  higher  with  miners, 
prospectors,  recreationists,  and  State  Highway 
personnel  concentrating  in  the  Chicken,  Jack 
Wade,   Boundary,  and  O'Brien  Creek  areas. 

During  the  winter  months  a  few  trappers  live  in 
the    headwater    areas    of    the    North    Fork    and 


Mosquito  Fork  drainages  for  extended  periods. 
Farming,  lumbering,  and  grazing  are  not  known 
to  exist  within  the  proposal  area.  The  South  Fork 
Lodge,  a  former  lodge,  restaurant,  and  gas  station, 
has  been  purchased  by  the  State  Highway 
Department  as  a  road  camp  for  highway 
maintenance  personnel. 

At  Chicken,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
maintains  a  summer  field  station  for  fire 
personnel.  During  the  past  several  years  a 
recreation  aide  has  been  stationed  at  Chicken  to 
care  for  the  increasing  public  use  of  the  area  for 
recreational   purposes. 


SUBSISTENCE 

Available  information  on  subsistence  uses  within 
the  proposal  area  indicates  trapping  by  Natives  and 
non-Natives  is  the  primary  subsistence  activity. 
Hunting  for  moose  or  caribou  is  considered  of 
minor  importance  because  of  the  remoteness  of 
the  area  and  difficult  access  from  local  population 
areas  to  the  roadless  segments  of  the  320,000-acre 
proposal,  and  the  increasing  popularity  of  sport 
hunting  in  the  road-accessible  areas  within  the 
proposal.  There  is  no  known  subsistence  use  of 
the  fishery  within  the  proposal. 

Athapascans  of  three  groups  have  used  portions 

of    the     Fortymile    River    basin.    The  proposal 

includes  no  "Historic  Native  Places"  (Alaska 
Natives  and  the  Land). 

The  Tanana  Indians  appear  to  have  been  the 
primary  Native  users  of  the  river  area  included 
within  the  proposal  and  two  of  their  former  winter 
settlements  (Kechumstuk  and  Joseph)  are  within 
the  proposal. 

Kechumstuk  is  an  abandoned  Native  wintering 
place  on  the  Mosquito  Fork  at  the  mouth  of 
Kechumstuk    Creek.     First    shown    on    a    1902 
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manuscript  map,  this  village  is  reported  to  have 
been  a  wintering  place  for  as  many  as  320  Native 
people.  The  village  was  selected  as  the  central 
connecting  station  on  the  Washington-Alaska 
Military  Cable  and  Telegraphic 

System-WAMCATS.  The  village  now  consists  of 
a  graveyard  with  at  least  40  graves  and  several 
buildings  used  as  hunting  and  trapping  cabins.  In 
this  same  area  is  a  pending  40-acre  application 
under  the  Native  Allotment  Act  of   1906. 

Joseph  is  an  abandoned  Native  wintering  place  on 
the  Middle  Fork  at  the  mouth  of  Joseph  Creek. 
First  shown  on  a  1903  U.S.G.S.  map,  this  village 
is  reported  to  have  been  the  wintering  place  for 
as  many  as  200  Native  people.  Joseph  was  also 
the  site  of  a  telegraph  station  on  WAMCATS.  The 
village  now  consists  of  a  graveyard  with  6  to  10 
identifiable  grave  sites.  A  trapping  cabin  situated 
on  a  pending  10-acre  application  under  the  Native 
Allotment  Act  of  1906  is  closely  associated  with 
Joseph. 

Including  two  40-acre  Native  allotment 
applications  on  Champion  Creek,  abandoned 
mining  cabins  dating  from  the  late  1890's  and 
abandoned  telegraph  stations  constructed  by  the 
Federal  Government,  are  periodically  used  by 
trappers  for  shelter  and  supply  depots. 

The  use  of  the  remaining  two  Native  allotment 
applications  (Chicken  and  O'Brien  Creek)  is 
unknown. 


RECREATION 

EXISTING   USES: 

The  primary  recreation  season  in  the  proposal  area 

is  from  May  through  October  which  coincides  with 

the  break-up  and  freeze-up  of  the  river  and  the 

period     during    which    the    Taylor     Highway    is 

maintained. 


The  accessible  portions  of  the  proposal  area  (Map 
6)  receive  heavy  recreational  use-an  estimated 
36,325  visitor-days  annually.  Present  recreational 
activities  in  the  area  are  camping,  sightseeing, 
hunting,  boating,  picnicking,  fishing,  hiking,  and 
nature  study   (Table  9). 

The  Taylor  Highway  is  a  primary  tourist  route  to 
and  from  Dawson,  Yukon  Territory,  Canada, 
approximately  60  road  miles  east  of  the  proposal 
and  to  Eagle  which  is  approximately  70  road  miles 
north  of  Chicken.  The  part  of  the  Taylor  Highway 
leading  directly  to  Eagle  had  more  than  3,500 
vehicles  during  the  six  months  the  highway  was 
open  in  1970  and  18,000  in  1971.  The  percentage 
of  recreational  use  as  opposed  to  business  travel 
is  unknown.  However,  based  upon  other  data 
(campground  use,  for  example)  it  is  evident  that 
much  of  the  travel  can  be  attributed  to  "tourism" 
and  that  much  of  the  "tourism"  is  by 
nonresidents. 

Recreation  use  at  established  campgrounds  in  or 
adjacent  to  the  Fortymile  River  basin,  Alaska, 
increased  96  percent  over  the  past  five  years.  Data 
compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
showed  78  percent  of  the  campground  use  was 
by  out-of-state  visitors   (Table   10). 

In  October  1972,  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
cooperatively  conducted  surveys  of  caribou 
hunters  along  the  Taylor  Highway.  These  efforts 
accounted  for  4,300  caribou  hunters.  A  one-day 
aerial  survey  of  recreation  use  along  the  Taylor 
Highway  on  July  4,  1970,  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  recorded  62  cars  and  pickups  parked 
and  camping,  and  47  cars  and  pickups  on  the 
highway. 

Public  recreation  facilities  within  the  basin 
include:  Walker  Fork  Campground  (18  units). 
Liberty  Fork  campground  (6  units),  and  space  for 
parking  at  bridge  crossings  at  mileposts  49,  63, 
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TABLE  10 


Recreation  Use  at  Established  Campgrounds 
in  or  Adjacent  to  the 
Fortymile  River  Basin,  Alaska 


Area 

Visitor  Days 
1972 

Percentage 
Increase 

Percent  Out- 
of-State  Use 

Walker  Fork* 

7,000 

13,000 

86 

87 

Liberty  Fork* 

700 

1,200 

71 

69 

Eagle*!7 

1,600 

4,000 

212 

50 

Totals 

9,300 

18,200 

96 

78 

*  Administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
1/  Outside  Proposal . 
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75,  and  112  of  the  Taylor  Highway.  These  are 
all  maintained  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  Public  lodging  was  available  only  at 
Boundary  in  1972.  A  former  public  lodge  at  South 
Fork  was  converted  by  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Highways  to  a  highway  maintenance  camp.  Food 
and  drink  were  available  at  Boundary  and  O'Brien 
Creek.  No  public  facilities  were  available  at 
Chicken.  Accordingly,  it  is  almost  mandatory  that 
visitors  bring  their  own  equipment  and  secure  gas 
and  supplies  at  Eagle  to  the  north,  Dawson  to  the 
east,  or  before  leaving  the  Alaska  Highway  to  the 
south. 


(Map  12).  Rapids  become  heavier  as  one  proceeds 
downstream,  but  except  for  three  instances  (North 
Fork  just  downstream  from  the  confluence  of  the 
Middle  Fork,  just  upstream  of  "the  Kink",  and 
a  canyon  in  Canada)  there  are  generally  alternate 
routes  for  the  prudent  boater. 

Hiking  opportunities  into  side  drainages  to  observe 
past  and  present  gold  mining  operations  are 
excellent.  There  are  excellent  possibilities  to 
establish  trails  between  the  major  drainage  areas 
of  the  Fortymile  River  and  the  adjacent  river 
basins  such  as  the  Charley,  Seventymile,  and 
Sixtymile   Rivers. 


FUTURE  USES 

It  is  estimated  that  the  ecological  capacity  of 
resources  in  the  proposal  area  is  approximately 
118,930  visitor-days  (a  327  percent  increase  over 
the  estimated  present  annual  use).  The  ecological 
capacity  of  a  resource  is  the  use  the  resource  can 
withstand  without  impairment  to  the 
environment.  It  is  important  to  note,  however, 
that  overall  use  would  be  distributed  throughout 
the  proposal  with  heaviest  use  taking  place  in  the 
scenic  and  recreational   river  areas. 

Future  uses  are  anticipated  to  accelerate  sharply 
(Table  9)  with  primary  emphasis  upon  family 
canoeing,  hiking,  nature  study,  sightseeing,  and 
study  or  enjoyment  of  areas  of  special  geologic 
or  historic  significance.  Gold  panning  on  a 
recreational  basis  can  have  considerable  appeal. 
With  the  advent  of  regular  winter  maintenance  of 
the  Taylor  Highway,  there  will  be  increased 
opportunities  for  cross-country  skiing, 
snowshoeing,  dog-sledding,  and  snowmobiling. 

The  choice  of  seven  put-in  or  take-out  points  from 
the  existing  highway  network  provides  an 
opportunity  to  engage  in  a  river  trip  of  from  one 
day  to  several  weeks.  Although  there  are  limited 
areas  of  Whitewater  rapids,  these  are  widespread 


Those  segments  of  the  abandoned  WAMCATS 
telegraph  line  within  the  proposal  are  outstanding 
in  their  trail  potential  and  may  qualify  for  special 
protection  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Trails  System 
established  by  P.L.  90-543. 

Although  camping  is  generally  associated  with  all 
of  the  above  recreation  activities,  some  people 
engage  in  this  outdoor  recreation  activity  as  an 
end  in  itself.  There  are  numerous  opportunities  for 
both  developed  and  primitive  camping  sites  along 
the  Fortymile   River  and   its  tributaries. 


LIMITATIONS: 

A  limitation  to  existing  use  is  related  to  the  lack 
of  good  information  to  determine  if  the  water 
level  observed  is  sufficient  for  a  good  experience, 
or  too  high  or  too  low.  Low  water  levels  generally 
result  in  a  long  hike,  while  too  much  water  can 
be  a  safety  factor. 

Limitations  to  future  recreation  use  include 
adverse  winter  weather,  fire  danger,  access, 
prospective  private  ownership  of  adjacent  public 
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Abundant  recreational  opportunities  exist  in  the 
proposed  Forty  mile  River  area,  with  family 
canoeing,  hiking,  nature  study,  and  sightseeing 
expected  to  be  popular.  Sites  of  geologic 
interest  include  the  cinder  cone  of  the  extinct 
Prindle  Volcano. 
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Segments  of  the  abandoned  Washington- 
Alaska  Military  Cable  and  Telegraph  System 
provide  ideal  trail  potential. 
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land,  and  the  mosquito.  When  considering  Alaska 
as  a  whole,  these  limitations  are. minor.  Of  major 
consequence,  however,  are  conflicting  resource 
uses  such  as  mineral  extraction  vs.  recreation  and 
wildlife,  recreation  vs.  important  wildlife  habitat, 
and  new  road  construction  associated  with  each 
of  the  above. 


HISTORIC  AND  CULTURAL 
There  are  abundant  opportunities  to  interpret  and 
make  available  historic  and  cultural  features  within 
the  proposal.  Four  of  the  six  principal  gold  mining 
centers  in  the  Fortymile  Mining  District  (Chicken, 
Steele,  Wade,  and  Franklin  areas)  are  within  the 
proposal.  A  few  scattered  cabins  of  early  miners 
and  trappers  (some  dating  from  the  1890  s)  have 
historic  value. 

Parts  of  one  of  the  original  dredges  in  the 
Fortymile  area  at  Wade  Creek  and  mining  sites 
(such  as  the  Kink'  and  headwater  diversions  of 
streams)  provide  examples  of  engineering  skills 
used  in  early  mining.  These  have  good  potential 
for  interpretation  to  visitors.  The 

Washington-Alaska  Military  Cable  and  Telegraph 
System  (WAMCATS)  crosses  the  Fortymile  River 
basin  and  major  segments  of  the  abandoned  line 
are  included  in  the  proposal.  This  line,  constructed 
in  1903,  was  the  east  link  in  the  communication 
network  between  Alaska  military  forts  and 
Washington,  D.C.  Several  of  the  original  telegraph 
cabins  are  included  within  the  proposal  and 
substantial  portions  of  the  original  line  including 
copper  wire,  insulators,  and  tripod  poies  are  still 
present. 

Until  recently  the  relative  isolation  of  the 
headwater  areas  had  protected  these  sites,  many 
with  original  furnishings,  tools,  personal  items, 
newspapers,  and  magazines.  Wooden  boxes 
indicating  their  route  through  Fort  Egbert  at 
Eagle,    and    White     Pass,     some     with     penciled 


notations  on  ice  conditions  in  1906  or  the 
telegraph  line  in  1909,  letters,  bottles,  and  related 
items  invite  "collectors. 

Several  cabins  were  ramsacked  and  vandalized  by 
unknown  persons  this  past  year.  Floor  boards  were 
ripped  up,  walls  pushed  out,  and  papers, 
photographs,  and  other  perishable  items  were 
tossed  into  the  open.  Cabin  locations  at  Joseph, 
some  60  miles  from  the  nearest  road,  were 
excavated  by  unknown,  unauthorized  persons 
during  the  late  summer  of   1972. 


PROBABLE    FUTURE    ENVIRONMENT 
WITHOUT  THE   PROPOSAL 

Should  the  Fortymile  River  area  not  be  included 
in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System, 
other  National  Conservation  System  or  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System,  it  is 
probable  that  the  Middle  Fork  and  upper  North 
Fork,  Champion,  and  O'Brien  Creeks,  and  the 
Fortymile  River  would  pass  into  private  ownership 
(Doyon,   Ltd.). 

Upon  statutory  expiration  of  the  d-2  withdrawals 
now  in  effect,  lands  not  reverting  to  Native 
regional  deficiency  automatically  revert  to  d-1 
withdrawal  status  as  in  Public  Land  Order  51179 
dated  March  9,  1972.  Reversion,  if  it  occurs, 
provides  for  d-1  withdrawals  from  the  same  form 
of  appropriation  as  previously  covered  in  d-2 
withdrawals. 

In  this  situation,  the  Secretary  has  a  range  of 
management  options  open  to  him  through  his 
authority  to  withdraw  and/or  classify  public  lands. 
Possible  actions  range  from  the  retention  of  the 
protective  d-1  withdrawal  for  an  indefinite  period 
of  time  to  the  opening  of  the  land  to  all  forms 
of  use  and  entry  allowed  on  unreserved  public 
domain.  The  lands,  however,  would  not  be  subject 
to  the  protection  afforded  by  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act. 


82 


It  is  not  known  what  uses  of  lands  and  resources 
will  take  place  under  the  ownership  of  Doyon, 
Ltd.  The  extent  and  types  of  public  use,  if  any, 
of  these  private  lands  are  not  known.  As  private 
lands  it  is  presumed  that  management  decisions 
will  be  made  on  the  basis  of  maximizing  net 
revenue  to  stockholders  of  the  Regional 
Corporation.  Accordingly,  it  is  doubtful  the 
existing  environment  of  the  river  area  will  be 
maintained  during  the   long  run. 

The  heavy  tourism  in  the  basin  will  increase  and 
so  will  demands  for  homesites,  recreation  cabins, 


business  sites  and  other  associated  enterprises. 
Increased  ease  of  access  by  all-terrain  vehicles  and 
more  efficient  means  for  getting  far  away  from 
the  existing  road  system  will  accelerate  the  loss 
of  historic  artifacts. 

The  ready  access  to  the  Fortymile  River  basin 
combined  with  prospective  mineral  development 
(asbestos)  and  resumption  of  active  placer  gold 
mining  makes  it  a  certainty  that  the  existing 
environment  will  not  be  maintained,  even  in  the 
short-run,  without  an  intensive  management 
program. 
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III.   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACTS  OF   THE   PROPOSED   ACTION 


The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  directs  that 
management  of  the  river  area  as  a  component  of 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  not 
limit  other  uses  of  the  river  that  are  consistent 
with  the  purposes  for  which  the  river  was  added 
to  the  National  System  provided  these  uses  do  not 
substantially  interfere  with  public  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  river  values.  Mining  in  Scenic 
and  Recreational  segments  of  this  proposal  has 
been  determined  to  be  consistent  resource  uses. 

Seven  primary  assumptions  have  been  made  in  the 
evaluation  of  available  data  for  the  Fortymile 
River  proposal.  These  are: 

1.  Mining  will  continue  to  be  an  important  use 
of  the   resources   in  the   Fortymile    River  basin. 

2.  Public  recreational  use  will  continue  to  increase 
with   or  without  the   proposal. 

3.  Designation  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  System  will  accelerate  the  annual  rate 
of  recreation   use. 


River  has  potential  for  providing  quality  outdoor 
recreation  opportunities  for  a  large  number  of 
people  annually.  The  environments  of  the  proposal 
range  from  primitive  with  little  evidence  of  man's 
activities  (Mosquito,  Middle  and  North  Forks)  to 
areas  where  there  has  been  substantial 
modification  (South  Fork,  O'Brien  Creek,  Wade 
Creek,  and   Fortymile    River). 

Present  recreation  activities  include  camping, 
hunting,  sightseeing,  picnicking,  boating,  and 
fishing.  The  Taylor  Highway  is  not  maintained 
during  the  winter  months,  therefore  winter  use  at 
present  is  negligible.  Overall  present  recreational 
use  within  the  proposal  is  moderate.  But  in  places, 
such  as  the  primitive  access  points  along  the 
Taylor  Highway,  present  use  is  considered  heavy. 

There  is  an  unknown  but  definite  capacity  of  the 
Fortymile  River  area  to  withstand  increasing  use 
without  impairment  of  the  environment.  For  the 
purpose  of  this  analysis  an  estimated  capacity  of 
118,930  visitor  days  annually  is  used  as  an 
indicator. 


4.  Doyon,  Ltd.,  will  select  substantial  portions  of 
the  basin  withdrawn  for  Native  regional 
deficiency. 

5.  Doyon,  Ltd.,  will  select  the  abandoned  Native 
community  sites  of  Kechumstuk  and  Joseph  as 
cemetery  sites  and   historical    places. 

6.  The  Taylor  Highway,  in  the  long-term,  will  be 
maintained   on  a  year-round   basis. 

7.  Lands  now  pending  transfer  to  private  control 
(231  acres)  will  be  adjudicated  with  or  without 
the  proposal. 


IMPACT  ON    RECREATION 

The  proposed  Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic 


Recreation  use  will  be  limited  to  the  amounts  and 
type  of  outdoor  recreation  consistent  with  the 
objective  of  maintaining  the  existing 
environmental  conditions.  This  would  include 
designating  specific  camping  areas  to  reduce  fire 
or  health  hazards  or  zones  and  times  when 
activities  such  as  snow  machine  use  could  take 
place.  Recreational  river  areas  will  receive  more 
intensive  use  than  Scenic  river  areas.  Wild  river 
areas  will   receive  the  lowest  use   rate. 

Designation  of  the  Fortymile  River  and  its 
principal  tributaries  as  a  component  of  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  will 
accelerate  the  long-range  annual  rate  of  recreation 
use  from  an  estimated  present  level  of  36,325  to 
an  estimated  118,930  visitor-days  (Table  9). 
Significant  increases  in  the  amount  of  boating 
(1,000  to  9,500  visitor-days),  camping  (22,000  to 
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67,200  visitor-days),  sightseeing  ( 1 0,000  to  20,400 
visitor-days),  picnicking  (1,000  to  4,380 
visitor-days),  nature  study  (25  to  5,000 
visitor-days),  hiking  (50  to  2,500  visitor-days),  and 
rock  hounding  (negligible  to  1,200  visitor-days) 
are  anticipated.  Hunting  and  fishing  within  the 
immediate  environment  of  the  proposal  will 
increase  from  an  estimated  2,250  visitor-days  to 
7,500  visitor-days. 

With  wintertime  maintenance  of  the  Taylor 
Highway,  winter  sports  including  winter  camping 
will  increase  from  virtually  none  to  4,000 
visitor-days.  With  implementation  of  the  proposal, 
it  is  anticipated  that  annual  recreation  use  will 
double  within   the  short-range   (first   10  years). 

Present  and  future  uses  are  expected  to  continue 
to  concentrate  in  the  road-accessible  areas.  These 
include  such  areas  as  Walker  Fork  and  Liberty 
campgrounds,  parking  areas  at  bridge  crossings  at 
mileposts  49,  63,  75,  and  112  on  Taylor  Highway; 
and  seven  put-in  or  take-out  points  along  the 
highways  of  the  area  (Map  6).  No  substantial 
modification  of  existing  access  has  been  included 
in  the  proposal. 

Provision  of  additional  recreation  facilities  will 
enhance  recreation  use.  However,  proposed 
management  of  the  area  will  limit  use  to  the 
carrying  capacity  of  the  area  and  may  direct  some 
users  to  other  rivers  or  to  other  designated  areas 
within  the  Fortymile  proposal.  At  the  same  time, 
visitors  would  be  more  likely  to  have  a  high 
quality   experience. 

Overall  the  impacts  of  the  proposal  on  public 
recreation  use  is  considered  of  major  importance. 


IMPACT  ON    MINING 

The  proposal  lies  within  an  area  of  proven  value 

for    placer    gold;    prospective    value    for   copper, 


silver,  and  antimony  in  various  combinations  with 
other  metallic  minerals;  and  asbestos. 

There  are  no  known  or  prospective  oil  or  gas 
deposits. 

Coal  has  been  mined  at  Chicken  for  local  use.  This 
small  subbituminous  deposit  has  been  classified  by 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  as  having  only  local 
value. 

The  Fortymile  Mining  District,  Alaska, 
encompasses  all  of  the  Alaskan  portion  of  the 
Fortymile  River  basin  and  small  parts  of  adjacent 
basins  to  the  south.  Between  1886  and  1961  this 
mining  district  produced  approximately  $9.2 
million  in  gold.  The  bulk  of  the  gold  was  from 
placer  mines  located  at  Chicken,  Franklin,  Wade 
and  Steele  Creeks;  Boundary,  and  the  eastern 
headwaters  of  O'Brien  Creek.  All  but  the  last  two 
areas  are   included  within  the   proposal. 

As  many  as  430  mining  claims  are  within  or 
directly  associated  with  the  proposal.  An 
estimated  90  percent  of  these  claims  are  for  placer 
gold.  The  proposal  area  is  adjoined  by  tributary 
areas  such  as  the  upper  portions  of  O'Brien  Creek 
and  at  Chicken  where  there  are  many  mining 
claims.  There  are  additional  mining  claim  locations 
in  headwater  areas  of  the  Walker  and  Mosquito 
Forks. 

The  exact  number,  acreage,  and  status  of  mining 
claims  cannot  be  readily  determined  because  of 
incomplete  records  on  mining  claims,  a  need  for 
on-the-ground  survey  to  determine  location,  and 
the  imprecise  location  of  lateral  boundaries.  It  is 
assumed,  however,  that  all  of  Wade  Creek,  most 
of  South  Fork  and  Fortymile  River  and  their 
tributaries  and  Hutchinson  Creek  will  have 
substantial  areas  containing  mining  claims-some 
dating  from  the   late   1880's. 

Mining,    subject    to    regulation    would    continue 
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within    scenic    and    recreational    segments    which 

constitute     approximately     60    percent    of    the 

proposal.    Development  of  new  access  routes  to 

and  from  mining  sites  would  be  regulated.  These 

regulations  will  require  miners  to  retain  top  soil, 

restore     topography     and    replant    mined    areas. 

Structures  will  be  required  to  conform  to  uniform 

design     standards     (no     tar     paper     shacks     for 

example).  The  mining  purposes  and  the  method 

and    location   of   discharge   outlets   from    mining 

operations  will  be  regulated.  In  some  cases  a  less 

direct  means  of  access  to  and  from  the  mining 

area  will  be  required.  These  restrictions  will 
increase  the  cost  of  mining.  The  impact  of  the 

proposal    on  the  economics  of  mining  could  be 

significant. 

Subject  to  existing  valid  rights,  minerals  in  Federal 
lands  proposed  for  Wild  River  designation  (40 
percent  of  the  proposal)  would  be  withdrawn  from 
location  and  entry  under  the  U.S.  mining  laws  and 
from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  laws.  Within, 
or  associated  with,  proposed  Wild  River  areas  are 
14  placer,  5  lode,  and  one  unspecified  claims  for 
gold. 

The  overall  impact  of  the  proposal  on  mining  in 
Wild  River  areas  is  considered  insignificant  based 
on  present  knowledge  of  mineralization  in  the 
area.  These  areas  include  161  miles  along 
Champion  and  Joseph  Creeks,  North  Fork,  and 
portions  of  Middle  Fork  and  Mosquito  Fork.  The 
impact  on  existing  valid  claims  within  Wild  River 
areas  would  be  similar  to  those  described  above 
in  Scenic  and   Recreation    River  areas. 

Lands  having  prospective  value  for  commercial 
development  of  asbestos  (109  lode  claims)  in  the 
North  and  Middle  Fork  areas  are  not  included 
within  the  proposal.  The  proposed  designation  of 
the  downstream  area  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System  could  cause  some  impact 
on  the  development  of  this  asbestos  deposit  by 
requiring  a  less  direct  route  of  access.  There  are 


no  proposals  for  access  to  the  area  nor  has  it  been 
determined  there  is  sufficient  quantity  of  asbestos 
to  warrant  development.  Accordingly,  the  impact 
of  the  proposal  on  asbestos  mining  is  not 
quantifiable  at  this  time. 

Impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  inclusion  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  on 
adjacent  or  upstream  mining  activities  are 
considered  minimal. 


IMPACT  ON    LAND  OWNERSHIP 
AND   USE 

The  immediate  environment  of  the  375  miles  of 
the  Fortymile  River  drainage  included  in  the 
proposal  is  largely  in  Federal  control  administered 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Some  555 
acres  of  the  320,000  acres  proposed  for  addition 
to  the  National  System  has  been  transferred  to 
private  control--507  acres  in  7  patented  mining 
claims  at  Chicken  (Table  7).  An  additional  231 
acres  are  pending  transfer  to  private  control  (175 
acres  in  six  Native  allotment  applications). 
Portions  of  the  right-of-way  for  the  Taylor 
Highway  are  included  but  the  exact  acreage  cannot 
be  determined  because  of  proposed  realignments 
of  the  right-of-way  and  the  imprecise  location  of 
the  lateral  boundaries  of  the  river  proposal.  As 
many  as  430  mining  claims  may  be  involved  within 
or  directly  related  to  the  proposal.  The  acreage 
and  exact  number  of  claims  is  unknown.  Should 
the  Fortymile  River  be  determined  to  be 
"navigable  as  much  as  7,500  acres  of  land 
comprising  the  riverbed  would  be  in  State 
ownership  under  the  provisions  of  the  Alaska 
Statehood  Act. 

Subject  to  existing  valid  rights,  the  proposal  would 
preclude  additional  transfer  of  public  domain  land 
into  private  ownership  under  the  land  laws.  The 
impact  of  the  proposal  on  the  Taylor  Highway 
right-of-way  and  State  ownership  of  the  riverbed 
is  also  considered   insignificant. 
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The  proposal  will  have  an  impact  on  any  lands 
which  are  in  the  future  patented  under  the  U.S. 
mining  laws  since  only  title  to  the  minerals  would 
be  transferred  to  private  ownership.  Title  to 
minerals  would  include  only  the  right  to  use  the 
surface  and  surface  resources  as  are  reasonably 
required  to  conduct  mining  or  prospecting,  e.g., 
a  patented  mineral  claim  could  not  be  subdivided 
and  sold  for  summer  homesites  or  developed  for 
any  purpose  not  directly  related  to  the  mineral 
estate.  Wild  River  areas,"  subject  to  existing  valid 
rights,  would  be  withdrawn  from  location  and 
entry  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  operation 
of  the  mineral  leasing  laws.  Mineral  values  in  Wild 
River  areas  within  the  proposal  appear  slight.  The 
overall  impact  of  the  proposal  on  ownership  of 
minerals  is  considered  slight. 

The  proposal  does  not  include  lands  withdrawn 
for  Native  regional  deficiency  selection.  However, 
ands  withdrawn  as  national  interest  lands  (d-2) 
within  townships  redesignated  from  public  interest 
lands  (d-1)  to  Native  regional  deficiency  selection 
lands  become  available  for  Native  selection  if  not 
included  in  the  proposal.  Selection  of  lands  in  the 
Fortymile  River  basin  by  the  Doyon,  Ltd.,  appears 
to  be  related  to  mineral  potentials.  Minerals,  and 
specifically  the  asbestos  between  the  North  and 
Middle  Forks  (outside  the  proposal),  are  included 
in  prior  mining  claims.  These  mineral  rights,  to 
the  extent  prior  claims  are  valid,  are  protected 
under  the  provisions  of  ANCSA  for  a  period  of 
five  years.  Therefore,  the  impact  of  the  proposal 
on  the  prospective  Native  selection  of  mineral 
lands   in  the   proposal   area   is  considered  slight. 

The  proposal  contemplates  that  Doyon,  Ltd.,  will 
apply  for  the  abandoned  villages  of  Kechumstuk 
and  Joseph  as  historic  places  and  cemetery  sites 
under  ANCSA.  The  proposal  would  not  affect 
transfer  of  these   lands  for  such   purposes. 

Uses  of  land  now  in,  or  pending  transfer  to,  private 
ownership  would  be  regulated  through  zoning  and 


acreage  requirements  to  protect  water  quality  and 
the  scenic  integrity  of  the  river  area.  It  is  expected 
the  management  plan  would  provide  for  land  use 
regulations  such  as  cabin  setback  requirements, 
requirements  that  structures  harmonize  with  the 
environment  and   restrictions  on   land  clearing. 

Greater  numbers  of  people  visiting  the  proposal 
area  for  recreation  purposes  will  have  an  impact 
on  adjacent  lands.  For  example,  trespass  on  private 
lands,  vandalism,  operation  of  unusually  noisy 
equipment  such  as  unmufflered  engines,  smoke 
from  refuse  piles,  muddy  or  turbid  water  effluent 
discharges  and  dumping  along  the  river  bank  or 
highway  berm  may  become  significant.  The  effect 
of  the  proposal  on  adjacent  lands  will  depend 
upon  the  extent  of  illegal  activities  on  noise, 
water,  or  air  pollution   caused   by   users. 


IMPACT  ON  SUBSISTENCE 
Except  as  may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal 
or  State  law,  existing  traditional  subsistence  uses 
of  renewable  resources  will  be  permitted  until  it 
is  demonstrated  by  the  Secretary  that  utilization 
of  these  resources  is  no  longer  economically  or 
physically  necessary  to  maintain  human  life  nor 
necessary  to  provide  opportunities  for  the  survival 
of  Alaskan  cultures  centering  on  subsistence  as  a 
way   of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence 
uses  may  result  in  a  progressive  reduction  of 
animal  or  plant  resources  which  could  lead  to  long 
range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  communities  and 
affected  individuals,  shall  have  the  authority  to 
restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all  of  the 
Wild  and  Scenic   River. 

The  closest  communities  of  25  or  more  people 
associated  with  the  proposal  are  Eagle  to  the  north 
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on  the  Yukon  River  at  the  end  of  the  Taylor 
Highway;  and  Northway,  Tetlin,  Tok,  Tanacross 
and  Dot  Lake  to  the  south  along  the  Tanana  River 
and  Alaska  Highway.  These  six  communities  have 
a  combined  population  of  533;  of  which  more 
than  one-half  are  Native.  Eagle  is  less  than  25  road 
miles  from  O'Brien  Creek.  There  are  less  than  20 
permanent  residents  in  the   river  basin. 

Subsistence  activities  within  the  320,000  acres 
included  in  the  proposal  will  bring  more  people 
into  the  area  for  winter  sports  (an  estimated  4,000 
visitor-days  including  camping-see  Table  9).  This 
recreational  use  is  expected  to  concentrate  along 
the  existing  highway  network.  During  the  spring, 
summer  and  fall  the  proposal  will  increase  annual 
visitation  from  36,325  visitor-days  to 
approximately  114,930.  Thus,  increased  numbers 
of  people  in  the  proposal  may  cause  two  minor 
impacts  on  trapping: 

(1)  More  people  in  remote  areas  during  the  winter 
could  cause  populations  of  fur  animals  to  change 
their  distribution. 

(2)  Pilfering  resulting  from  more  people  in  remote 
areas  during  the  remainder  of  the  year  would  cause 
trappers  to  remove  gear  presently  stored  in  remote 
caches. 

Overall,  the  impact  of  the  proposal  on  trapping 
is  considered  minimal.  There  is  no  known 
subsistence  use  of  the  fishery  within  the  375  miles 
of  stream  included  within  the  proposal.  Remote 
portions  of  the  Fortymile  River  basin,  especially 
the  southern  and  western  areas  of  the  Mosquito 
and  Middle  Forks  are  reported  to  have  some 
subsistence  hunting  for  moose  and  caribou.  The 
extent  of  such  use  is  unknown.  Moose  and  caribou 
are  widely  distributed  and  frequently  mobile 
during  the  hunting  season. 

Accessible  portions  of  the  basin  (those  associated 
directly  with  the  Taylor  Highway)  receive  intense 
pressure  from  sport  hunters.  For  example,  4,300 
caribou   hunters   used  the  area   in   1972. 


Moose  and  caribou  are  taken  under  seasons  and 
bag  limits  established  by  the  State.  There  is  no 
distinction  in  season  or  bag  limits  between 
subsistence  and  sport  harvest  of  moose,  caribou, 
or  other  big  game  under  State  law.  The  proposal 
will  not  affect  existing  jurisdiction  or 
responsibility  of  the  State  of  Alaska  over  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  in  the  Fortymile  River  area. 
Hunting  (and  fishing  and  trapping)  would  continue 
under  applicable  Federal  and  State  regulations. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  after  consultation 
with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 
may  designate  zones  or  periods  when  hunting 
would  not  be  permitted  because  of  public  safety, 
administration   or  public  use  or  enjoyment. 

Inclusion  of  320,000  acres  of  land  comprising  the 
immediate  environment  of  the  375  miles  of  the 
Fortymile  River  drainage  recommended  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  will  cause  the  following  impacts  on 
subsistence   hunting: 

(1)  Sport  hunting  will  increase  from  an  estimated 
1,500  visitor-days  annually  to  3,000  visitor-days. 
It  is  anticipated  that  increased  sport  hunting  will 
continue  to  concentrate  in  the  road  accessible 
areas.  Therefore,  the  impact  of  increased  sport 
hunting  on  subsistence  hunting  is  considered 
slight. 

(2)  The  proposal  will  require  placer  mining 
operations  to  restore  topography,  retain  top  soil, 
and  replant  mined  areas.  This  could  be  an 
important  benefit  to  habitat.  Important  moose 
habitat  will  thus  be  protected  within  the  320,000 
acres.  The  impact  of  the  proposal  on  subsistence 
hunting  and  fishing  can  be  considered  significant 
to  the  extent  usable   habitat  is  maintained. 

Overall  the  impact  of  the  proposal  on  subsistence 
hunting  is  slight. 
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IMPACT  ON    LOCAL  POPULATION 
AND   ECONOMY 

Populations  associated  with  the  proposal  area 
experienced  a  substantial  out-migration-23.5 
percent  between    1960  and   1970. 

The  local  economy  is  linked  to  three  major 
activities:   tourism,   mining  and  subsistence. 

Tourism  has  increased  significantly  over  the  past 
few  years  and  the  State  anticipated  a  300  percent 
increase  in  visitation  to  units  of  the  State  park 
system  in  Interior  Alaska  between  1972  and  1973. 

Mining  declined  in  importance  from  1962  until 
this  past  year  when  the  price  of  gold  was  raised. 


Subsistence  is  the  lifestyle  of  many  Natives  today, 
but  in  the  long-term  appears  to  be  declining. 

The  proposal  will  greatly  accelerate  annual 
visitation  to  the  area,  from  an  estimated  36,325 
to   118,930  visitor-days. 


Increased  use  will  demand  guide  services, 
equipment  sale  and  rentals,  air  and  vehicle  shuttle 
services,  motels,  gas  stations,  restaurants  and 
related  personal  goods  and  services.  There  are  no 
such  facilities  or  services  available  within  the 
proposal  area.  Therefore  the  proposal  would 
enhance  the  opportunity  for  the  creation  of  new 
businesses  in  the  basin,  at  Eagle,  and  along  the 
Alaska  Highway  to  the  south.  Existing  business 
could  be  expanded.  Because  of  the  high  amount 
of  annual  visitor-use  anticipated  with  the  proposal, 
it  is  probable  that  the  overall  population 
out-migration  would  be  slowed  as  a  result  of  new 
local   employment  opportunities. 

The  overall  impact  of  the  proposal  on  local 
population  and  economy   is  considered   major. 


IMPACT  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Mosquito,  Middle,  and  North  Fork  drainages 
included  within  the  proposal  are  inaccessible 
except  by  trail  or  air.  Other  areas  are  accessible 
from  the  Taylor  Highway  at  mileposts  49,  63,  75, 
82,  and  112.  The  entire  O'Brien  Creek  and  Wade 
Creek  drainages  are  road  accessible.  A  18.5-mile 
primitive  trail  provides  vehicular  access  to  the 
Mosquito   Fork  to   Kechumstuk. 


AIR 

A  major  airstrip  is  located  at  Chicken,  and  small, 
periodically-maintained  airstrips  are  at  Boundary, 
O'Brien  Creek,  Jack  Wade,  and  Joseph.  Small 
primitive  strips,  many  in  need  of  repair,  are 
associated  with  mining  ventures  in  the  headwaters 
of  the  Fortymile  River  basin  and  along  benches 
above  the  Fortymile  River.  The  river  does  not 
appear  to  be  readily  suitable  for  the  safe  landing 
of  float  planes,  nor  are  there  many,  if  any,  gravel 
bars  large  enough  to  accommodate  small  aircraft 
with  balloon  tires.  During  the  winter  months 
ski-equipped  aircraft  can  land  in  many  portions 
of  the  proposal  area.  The  proposal  may  regulate 
aircraft  landings  and  contemplates  improvement  of 
the  airstrip  at  Joseph.  Overall,  impact  on  air 
transportation   is  considered   moderate. 


EXISTING  HIGHWAY 

The  existing  Taylor  Highway,  a  162-mile  gravel 
road  constructed  in  1948,  and  the  road  to  Dawson 
are  being  improved.  Segments  are  being  relocated 
to  conform  to  modern  design  standards. 

Realignment  of  the  highway  in  the  area  of  Chicken 
has  been  proposed  to  reduce  maintenance  costs. 
The  Alaska  Department  of  Highways  has  given 
priority  to  replacement  of  a  number  of  existing 
single-lane  bridges.  These  also  will  involve  minor 
realignments  of  the  existing  highway. 
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The  impact  of  the  proposal  on  the  existing 
highway  network  or  upon  anticipated  bridge 
replacements  or  highway  realignments  is  expected 
to  be   minimal. 


FUTURE  HIGHWAYS 

The  long-range  plan  of  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Highways  (June  1973)  proposes  construction  of 
an  new  highway  connecting  the  Alaska  Highway 
with  the  Taylor  Highway  at  Chicken.  Preliminary 
plans  of  the  Highway  Department  involve  highway 
construction  within  the  immediate  environments 
of  Joseph  Creek,  Middle  Fork,  and  Mosquito 
Forks,  or  alternatively,  Joseph  Creek,  Middle 
Fork,  North  Fork,  and  Champion  Creek.  These 
portions  of  the  Fortymile  drainage  have  been 
proposed  for  Wild   River  designation. 

Construction  of  roads  paralleling  the  river  in  the 
Wild   River  areas  would   be   prohibited. 

The  impact  of  Wild  River  designation  on 
long-range  highway  construction  plans  would  be 
significant  since  highways  across  Wild  River  areas 
would  not  be  permitted  as  long  as  reasonable 
alternative  routes  were  available.  This  may  cause 
increased  highway  construction  costs  and 
additional  distance  and  travel  time  by  the  highway 
user.  The  extent  of  any  such  costs  is  unknown. 

Since  no  detailed  surveys  have  been  made  on  the 
proposed  location  of  the  new  long-range  highway 
or  alternative  locations,  the  impact  of  Wild  River 
designation   is  considered   modest. 


ALL-TERRAIN    VEHICLES 
Use   of   snow   machines,   all-terrain  vehicles,  and 
aircraft  for  recreational  and  mining  access  will  be 
regulated.  Such  use  may  be  limited  to  designated 
trails,  season  of  use  or  specific  areas.  The  impact 


of  designation  of  the  proposal  area  as  a  unit  of 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  is 
considered   insignificant. 

Overall  impacts  of  the  proposal  on  transportation 
are  considered  slight. 


IMPACT  ON  WATER  QUALITY 
The  Fortymile  River  and  its  tributaries  are  clear. 
Water  quality  is  assumed  to  be  good  since  many 
visitors  use  its  water  for  cooking  and  drinking 
purposes  without  treatment.  There  are  no 
comprehensive  water  quality  data. 

The  amounts  of  suspended  sediments  throughout 
the  river  area  varies  with  highest  concentrations 
associated  with  spring  break-up,  summer 
rainstorms,  and  the  extent  of  placer  mining  and 
forest  fire.  Waters  in  the  upper  Mosquito  Fork 
have  a  brownish  cast  which  reflects  the  high 
proportion  of  muskeg  giving  surface  waters  a  high 
organic  matter  content. 

There  are  no  industrial  uses  other  than  mining, 
or  agricultural  uses  within  or  upstream  of,  the 
proposal. 

It  is  not  known  what,  if  any,  effect  residents  at 
Chicken,  Boundary,  or  O  Brien  Creek  have  on 
water  quality  through  disposal  of  human  wastes. 

The  proposal  will  accelerate  the  rate  of  annual 
recreation  use  in  the  river  area  from  its  estimated 
level  of  36,325  visitor-days  to  an  estimated 
1 18,930  visitor-days.  Increased  visitation  can  cause 
serious  health  problems  through  indiscriminate 
disposal  of  human  wastes.  Water  temperatures  are 
cool  and  are  considered  to  be  conducive  to  the 
prolongation  of  the  life  of  pathogenic  organisms. 

Increased  use  will  also  cause  increased  soil 
compaction     and     loss     of     vegetation     through 
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trampling  or  fire,  thereby  increasing  the  amounts 
of  suspended  sediments  in  the  water.  Increased  use 
of  aircraft,  snow  machines  or  other  motorized 
off-road  vehicles  could  degrade  existing  water 
quality  through  oil   and  fuel  spillages. 

Because  of  the  large  numbers  of  visitors 
anticipated  with  the  proposal,  the  potential  impact 
on  water  quality  is  considered  major  but 
controllable. 

A  secondary  impact  of  the  proposal  is  that  more 
people  visiting  the  area  could  result  in  stricter 
enforcement  of  existing  water  quality  standards 
applicable  to  mining. 


IMPACT  ON  SOILS  AND  VEGETATION 
Soils  and  vegetation  within  the  proposal  vary  in 
type  and  evidence  of  man's  activity.  Information 
on  soils  in  the  area  is  limited  but  soil  depths  are 
variable  ranging  from  shallow  on  steep  valley 
slopes  to  moderately  deep  gravel  deposits  covered 
with   peaty  to  silty   soils  in  the  valley  floor. 

Active  streambank  erosion  is  prevalent  resulting  in 
a  constant  sorting  and  redeposition  of  sand,  silts, 
and  gravels  in  the  valley  floor.  Hills  actively  erode 
when  vegetation   is  disturbed. 

The  area  is  underlain  by  discontinuous  permafrost. 
Ice  lenses  are  present  in  muskeg  areas.  Any  surface 
disturbance  will  change  the  balance  of  heat  flow 
causing  thaw  and  resulting  in  slumping  and 
thermokarst  formation  where  ice  lenses  or  wedges 
occur. 

Vegetation  ranges  from  alpine  tundra  in  headwater 
areas;  to  muskeg;  to  closed  spruce  hardwood 
forest.  The  latter  is  the  dominant  vegetation  type 
for  most  of  the  proposal  area. 

Thin  stringers  of  white  spruce  and  small  localized 


pockets  of  timber  having  commercial  size  may  be 
present  throughout  the   river  corridor. 

Timber  has  been  used  in  the  past  for  construction 
of  cabins  and  for  fuel  for  cooking  and  heating. 
Substantial  volumes  of  trees  were  cut  during  early 
placer  mining  operations  to  fuel  steam  powered 
dredges.  All  vegetation  was  removed  from  placer 
mined  areas. 

Harvest  of  timber  would  not  be  permitted  where 
detrimental  to  water  quality,  scenery,  soil 
stability,  wildlife  habitat,  or  other  natural  or 
historical  values.  Preliminary  data  suggests  any 
commercial-sized  timber  would  be  found  within 
one  mile  of  the  river.  Therefore,  it  appears 
unlikely  any  timber  could  be  cut  without  being 
in  conflict  with   one  or  more  of  these  criteria. 

The  impact  of  the  proposal  on  commercial  harvest 
of  timber  is  considered   insignificant. 

The  proposal  will  result  in  more  people  visiting 
the  area  annually.  Concentrated  use  can  cause  soil 
compaction,  loss  of  plant  cover  and  increased 
erosion  at  campsites  and  along  trails.  The  impact 
of  increased  visitation  on  soil  compaction  and  loss 
of  plant  cover  at  campsites  and  along  trails  is 
considered  slight. 

Provision  of  additional  recreation  facilities  will 
concentrate  use  in  specific  areas  and  cause  loss  of 
small  amounts  of  vegetation.  Because  of  the  small 
area  of  such  facilities  and  their  general  location 
in  areas  where  there  is  already  substantial 
alteration  of  the  environment  (road  construction 
or  placer  mining)  the  impact  of  new  recreation 
facilities  on  soil  and  vegetation  is  considered  slight. 

Increased  visitation  will  substantially  increase  the 
threat  of  forest  fire.  This  is  considered  significant. 

The  proposal  will  result  in  restoration  of 
topography,   retention  of  top  soil  and  replanting 
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of  new  placer  mining  areas.  The  impact  of  the 
proposal  on  reduction  of  soil  erosion  and  loss  of 
plant-cover  as  a  result  of  placer  mining  is 
considered  very   important. 


IMPACT  ON    FISH   AND  WILDLIFE 

The  Fortymile  River  drainage  supports  a 
fair-to-excellent  sport  fishery-primarily  grayling. 

Big  game  animals  common  in  the  river  area  are 
moose,  brown  grizzly  bear,  black  bear,  caribou, 
and  wolves.  Important  habitat  for  moose  is 
included. 


Fur  animals  found  in  the  proposal  area  include 
fox,  beaver,  lynx,  otter,  martin,  wolf,  and 
wolverine. 

Many  species  of  birds  are  found  including 
waterfowl,  hawks,  grouse,  eagles,  and  ospreys. 
Important  nesting  habitat  for  the  threatened 
American   peregrine  falcon   is   included. 

The  proposal  will  cause  more  people  to  visit  the 
area  which,  in  turn,  will  increase  impacts  on  fish 
and  wildlife  resources.  The  impact  of  the  proposal 
on  the  fishery  is  considered  slight.  The  impact  of 
the  proposal  on  big  game,  fur  animals,  and  bird 
life    is   unknown. 


IMPACT  ON    HISTORICAL  AND 
CULTURAL   FEATURES 

No  properties  in  the  proposal  area  are  listed  in 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  However, 
the  proposal  contains  important  historical  sites 
related  to  the  first  discovery  of  gold  in  Alaska  in 
1886.  These  include  remnants  of  old  mining 
operations  and  miners  cabins.  Major  mining 
activities  were  centered  at  Chicken,  Franklin 
Creek,  Wade  Creek,  and  Steele  Creek. 

Historical  remains  of  the  Washington-Alaska 
Military  Telegraph  and  Cable  System  are  included 
within  the  proposal.  Several  telegraph  stations, 
including  wire,  insulators,  and  related  artifacts 
exist.  The  last  link  of  the  military  telegraph  system 
was  constructed  through  the  proposal  area  in 
1903.  Kechumstuck  was  the  connecting  point  for 
the  telegraph  system  linking  military 
establishments  in  western  Alaska  and  Eagle  and 
Valdez.  Nomination  of  parts  of  this  system  for 
the  National  Register  is  under  consideration  by  the 
State.  Difficult  access  and  low  use  pressure  has, 
until    recently,  tended  to   protect  these  sites. 

The  accelerated  rate  of  annual  visitation  which 
would  accompany  designation  of  the  Fortymile 
River  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System  could  cause  serious  damage  to 
historical  features  not  adequately  protected.  Such 
damage  is  now  occurring  and  is  considered  of 
major  consequence. 


The  proposal  will  require  restoration  of  new  placer 
mining  areas.  To  the  extent  mining  takes  place  in 
areas  having  important  habitat  for  moose, 
restoration  of  mined  areas  can  be  considered 
significant. 


The  Fortymile  River  basin-especially  its  history 
of  gold  mining-is  directly  related  to  historic  sites 
at  Eagle  (Fort  Egbert)  to  the  north  and  the 
Klondike   gold   fields  in   Canada  at   Dawson. 


Except  as  noted  earlier,  the  proposal  will  not 
affect  the  jurisdiction  or  responsibility  of  the  State 
of  Alaska  over  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
associated  with   the    Fortymile   River  proposal. 


IMPACT  ON  WATER  RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT  AND  USE 

The  375  miles  of  the  Fortymile  drainage  included 
in  the  proposal  are  free-flowing.  However,  only  the 
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upper    portions    of    the    Mosquito,    Middle,    and 

North  Forks  are  without  diversion,  straightening, 

or   channelization.    Modifications   of  the  streams 

resulted      from      former      gold      placer      mining 

operations.    It    is   estimated  that  as  much   as  60 

percent  of  the  streambank  in  the  South  Fork  and 
Fortymile    River    show    varying   degrees   of   past 

mining  activities.  These  modifications  range  from 

streams  where  the  entire  valley  has  been  dredged 

to  those  which  have  barely-discernible  mounds  of 

rock  resulting  from   hand   mining  operations  for 

gold. 

A  potential  hydroelectric  site  on  the  Fortymile 
River  is  located  approximately  6  miles  upstream 
from  the  United  States-Canada  border.  Estimated 
firm  power  potential  of  this  site  is  166,000 
kilowatts  at  50  percent  annual  load  factor  with 
firm  energy  of  723  million  kilowatt  hours  per 
year.  The  reservoir  would  inundate  about  23 
square  miles  of  river  valley:  20  miles  of  the 
Fortymile  River,  14  miles  of  the  North  Fork  18 
miles  of  the  South  Fork,  and  6  miles  of  O  Brien 
Creek  (Map  10).  There  is  no  active  proposal  to 
construct  the  project  and  only  an  inventory  grade 
study   has   been   made  of  the  site. 

Designation  of  the  375  miles  of  the  Fortymile 
River  drainage  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System  will  not  affect  existing 
jurisdiction  of  the  State  over  the  water.  Mining 
in  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  areas  will 
continue  and  use  of  such  amounts  of  water  as  are 
reasonably  necessary  to  carry  out  mining  will 
continue. 

The  proposal  will  bring  more  people  into  the  area 
and  many  will  want  to  boat  on  the  river. 
Accordingly,  there  may  be  conflicts  between 
recreational  and  mining  uses  of  water.  Both' 
recreation  and  mining  are  recognized  as 
appropriate  uses  by  the  State  and  both  mining  and 
recreational  use  in  the  Fortymile  River  are  well 
established. 


Accordingly,  the  impact  of  the  proposal  on  uses 
of  water  for  mining  and  recreation  is  considered 
moderate. 

The  proposal  will  regulate  the  location  and 
method  of  diversions  of  water  for  mining.  This 
may  increase  the  cost  of  mining  and  to  that  extent 
may   be   important. 

The  proposed  designation  of  the  Fortymile  River' 
as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  would  cause  the  hydroelectric  potential  of 
the  river  (166,000  kilowatts  at  50  percent  annual 
load  factor)   to  be  foregone. 


IMPACT  ON   WILDERNESS  VALUES 

Only  the  upper  portions  of  the  Mosquito,  Middle, 
and  North  Forks  are  without  substantial  evidence 
of  man  s  activity.  The  proposal  contemplates  that 
the  existing  primitive  environment  of  these  three 
river  areas  would  be  maintained  substantially 
unaltered  as  wild   river  areas. 

The  remaining  portions  (Dennison,  Walker,  and 
South  Forks,  and  Fortymile  River)  show 
substantial  evidence  of  man-placer  mining  for 
gold.    Mining  for  gold  is  expected  to  continue. 

The  impact  of  the  proposal  on  wilderness  can  be 
considered  important  only  to  the  extent  wild  river 
designation  maintains  a  primitive  environment. 
Overall  the  impact  of  the  proposal  on  wilderness 
values   is   insignificant. 


IMPACT  ON   CANADA 

The  Fortymile  River  is  an  international  river,  the 
lower  20  miles  flowing  through  Yukon  Territory, 
Canada.  There  are  two  options  available  to  boaters 
using  the  Alaskan  portion  of  the  Fortymile  which 
would    involve    travel    into    Canada:    (1)    a   road 
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takeout  point  exists  just  above  the  mouth  of  the 
Fortymile  River  at  Clinton  Creek,  Yukon 
Territory,  Canada;  and  (2)  the  Taylor  Highway 
terminates  at  Eagle,  thereby  permitting  boaters  to 
arrange  a  car  shuttle  to  Eagle,  proceed  downstream 
on  the  Fortymile  River  to  the  Yukon  River,  and 
then  down  the  Yukon  River  for  50  miles  to  Eagle. 
Both  are  attractive  trips  for  boaters. 

The  proposal  will  attract  more  people  to  the 
Fortymile  River  area.  It  is  anticipated  that  an 
unknown,  but  substantial  portion  of  the  visitors 
will  travel  into  Canada.  This  could  create  impacts 
in  Canada  similar  to  those  in  Alaska  and  requires 
careful  coordination  between  local,  Federal,  and 
Canadian  officials.  Coordination  has  already  been 
established  and  therefore,  the  overall  impact  on 
Canada  is  considered  slight. 


IMPACT  ON  SCENIC  QUALITIES 
Scenery  of  the  Fortymile  River  is  pleasing.  Rolling 
forested  hills  frame  much  of  the  upper  river  area 
while  the  downstream  areas  are  often  confined  to 
steep  sided  valleys  with  alternating  rock 
outcroppings  and  forest  cover.  Generally  the  view 
is  confined  to  the  river  by  trees  or  the  entrenched 
character  of  the   river. 


Designation  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System  will  affect  scenery  by 
regulating  human  activities  that  would  alter  the 
existing  setting.  Miners  will  be  required  to  restore 
plant  cover  and  unnecessary  removal  of  plant 
cover  would  be  prohibited.  Every  attempt  will  be 
made  to  retain  a  screen  of  natural  vegetation  along 
the  streambank  within  the  proposal.  The  impact 
of  restoration  or  retention  of  natural  vegetation 
on  scenery   is  very  important. 

Increased  public  use  in  the  proposal  area  will  cause 
increased  litter  seriously  affecting  scenic  qualities. 
The  cool  arctic  environment  is  very  conducive  to 
prolonging  the  durability  of  litter.  For  example, 
newspapers  with  only  minimum  shelter  remain 
readable  for  40  or  more  years  and  tobacco  tins 
discarded  in  the  open  are  still  durable  60  years 
later.  The  impact  of  increased  litter,  especially 
plastic  or  aluminum  foil,  is  significant. 

Uniform  design  standards  and  requirements  for 
setback,  frontage,  or  acreage  will  be  used  on  new 
structures  necessary  for  mining  and  for 
refurbishing  old  structures  (for  example,  log  cabins 
rather  than  tar  paper  shacks).  The  impact  of  design 
standards  and  requirements  to  protect  scenery  is 
considered   moderate. 
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IV.   MITIGATING   MEASURES   INCLUDED    IN   THE   PROPOSAL 


The  proposal  provides  that  lateral  boundaries  and 
a  detailed  management  and  development  plan  be 
prepared  within  one  year  after  designation  of  the 
Fortymile  River  and  principal  tributaries  as  a  unit 
of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 
These  boundaries  and  plans  would  be  prepared  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Mangement  in  close 
cooperation  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies, 
local  groups,  and  the  Doyon,  Ltd.  Native  Regional 
Corporation.  Boundaries  and  management  and 
development  plans  would  follow  the  concepts  set 
forth   in  Chapter  I. 

Measures  to  mitigate  environmental  impacts 
resulting  from  designation  of  the  Fortymile 
National  Wild,  and  Scenic  River  area  include  the 
following  actions: 

1.  Collection  of  bench-mark  ecological  data 
necessary  to  determine  and  monitor  increased 
public  use  so  that  the  existing  environment 
remains  substantially   unimparied. 

2.  Distribution,  and  if  necessary,  restriction  of  the 
types,  amounts,  and  seasons  of  outdoor  recreation 
use  throughout  the  river  area  to  keep  use  in 
balance  with  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  affected 
resources  and  to  prevent  air,  water,  and  noise 
pollution  or  degradation  of  the  existing 
environment.  (Use  in  Wild  Rivers  areas  will  be  less 
than  in  Scenic  River  areas  and  Scenic  River  areas 
will  withstand  less  use  than  Recreational  River 
areas.) 

3.  Implementation  of  special  measures  to  reduce 
the  threat  of  forest  fire.  This  will  involve  limiting 
the  use  of  open  fires  or  designation  of  specific 
areas  where  open  fires  would  be  permitted  during 
periods  of  high   fire  risk. 

4.  Provision  of  primitive  recreation  facilities  only 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  protect  health  and 
safety  (e.g.  sanitation  and  fire  rings)  and  to 
distribute   use   (e.g.  trails  and  designated  landing 


sites)  in  Wild  River  areas.  Recreation  facilities  in 
Scenic  and  Recreational  River  ares,  where  use  will 
be  heaviest  and  most  intensive,  will  include 
overnight  camping  facilities,  parking  areas  at  road 
access  points  and  interpretation  of  historic  areas. 
Construction  of  new  facilties  would  be  undertaken 
only  after  careful  assessment  of  their  location  and 
probable  environmental   impacts. 

5.  Reduction  of  litter  by  stressing  a  program  of 
"Bring  out  what  you  take  in.  Should  this  prove 
ineffective,  consideration  would  be  given  to 
banning  cans,  bottles,  or  other  non-burnable 
containers. 

6.  Application  of  regulations  for  the  use  of 
motorized  access  by  aircraft,  snowmobiles, 
motorboats,  and  all-terrain  vehicles.  This  will 
involve  consideration  of  public  safety,  noise,  air 
and  water  pollution,  damage  to  soil  and 
vegetation,  harrassment  of  wildlife  and  conflicts 
with  other  people  using  the  area.  Specific  means 
of  achieving  these  are  by  designation  of  times, 
zones,  and  seasons  for  the  use  of  particular  types 
of  motorized  equipment.  These  regulations  will  be 
more  restrictive  in  Wild  River  areas  where  the  river 
environment  shows  the  least  amount  of  man's 
activity. 

7.  Reduction  of  the  effects  on  scenery  of  facilities 
(both  public  and  private)  and  mining  within  Scenic 
and  Recreational  River  areas.  This  would  involve 
zoning  or  scenic  easements  with  specifications  for 
harmonious  blending  of  facilities  with  the  natural 
setting,  acreage  and  frontage  setbacks,  and  permits 
to  cut  trees  or  clear  the   natural   vegetation. 

8.  Reduction  of  impacts  resulting  from  mining  in 
Scenic  and  Recreational  River  areas.  Regulations 
would  consider  having  notice  of  mining  claim 
location  and  assessment  work  filed  with  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management;  the  need  for 
retention  of  top  soil,  restoration  of  topography, 
replanting   or    reseeding   with   natural   vegetation, 
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and  advance  notice  of  intention  to  start 
prospecting  or  mining  activities.  Prospecting  and 
mining  activities  often  require  heavy  equipment 
such  as  bulldozers,  stationary  engines,  water 
pumps,  and  generators.  Regulations  covering  these 
activities  would  consider  noise   pollution. 

These  mining  regulations  would  also  apply  to 
existing  valid   rights  within  Wild    River  areas. 

9.  Reduction  of  the  possible  sources  of  conflict 
between  subsistence  and  recreational  use  of  the 
river  s  resources  and  between  mining  and 
recreational  use  of  the  water.  This  may  involve 
limiting  or  distributing  recreational  uses  such  as 
snowmobiling  that  would  cause  direct,  serious 
conflicts    with    trapping    and    regulation    of    the 


method  and  location  for  diversion  of  any  water 
needed  for  mining. 

10.  At  the  earliest  opportunity  subsequent  to  the 
establishment  of  the  Fortymile  Wild  and  Scenic 
River,  a  professional  examination  of  the  area  will 
be  conducted  to  locate,  identify,  and  evaluate 
existing  cultural  resources,  to  nominate  those 
meeting  the  criteria  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  and  to  develop  methods  and 
procedures  for  preservation  and  interpretation  of 
cultural  values  to  the  public. 

11.  Identification  of  nesting  sites  of  the  American 
peregrine  falcon--a  threatened  species--and 
protection  by  restricting  human  encroachments 
during  the  critical   periods   in   nesting  season. 
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V.   UNAVOIDABLE  ADVERSE   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACTS 


Few  immediate  significant  unavoidable  adverse 
environmental  impacts  would  result  from  the 
decision  to  maintain  375  miles  of  the  Fortymile 
River  in  a  free-flowing  condition  and  to  maintain 
its  existing  environment  as  a  unit  of  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  No  long-range 
significant  unavoidable  adverse  environmental 
impacts  are  known.  Minor  unavoidable  adverse 
environmental    impacts  are: 

1.  Increased  numbers  of  people  visiting  the 
proposal  area  will  require  some  form  of  regulation 
on  recreation  use  to  protect  the  existing 
environment.  These  regulations  on  use  and 
potential  limitations  or  distribution  of  uses  will 
cause  a  loss  of  personal  freedom  of  users  to  go 
where,  when,  and  how  they  might  otherwise 
desire. 

Regulation  on  non-recreation  uses,  particularly 
mining  regulations  will  be  required  to  protect  the 
existing  environment.  These  regulations  will 
increase  the  cost  of  mining  and  will  cause  a  loss 
of  personal  freedom  of  miners  to  proceed  in  the 
most  direct,  expeditious   manner. 


3.  New  highway  construction  within,  or  directly 
affecting  the  proposal  area  may  be  required  to 
select  less  convenient,  more  costly  routes  to 
prevent  conflicts  with  sensitive  resource  values. 

4.  Substantial  diversions  of  water  within  or 
upstream  of  the  proposal  would  be  foregone  if  of 
sufficient  magnitude  to  unreasonably  diminish 
existing  scenic,  recreational,  fish  and  wildlife, ( 
historic  and  cultural  values  within  the  proposal 
area.  Development  of  the  hydroelectric  potential 
of  the  Fortymile  Project  (116,000  kilowatts  at  50 
percent  load   annually)   would   be  foregone. 

5.  Increased  trespass  of  visitors  on  private  lands 
within  or  adjacent  to  the  proposal  is  a  possibility. 

6.  There  will  be  an  increased  threat  of  forest  fire 
resulting  from   increased   use. 

7.  Increased  litter,  water,  air,  and  noise  pollution 
will   occur  with   more   people  visiting  the  area. 

8.  Sale  or  lease  of  public  lands  (exclusive  of 
existing  valid   rights)   would   be  foregone. 
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VI.  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  SHORT-TERM  USE    OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND 
LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


The  existing  primitive  environment  of  the 
Mosquito,  Middle  and  North  Forks  will  be 
maintained  in  its  present  condition  for  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  present  and  future  generations  by 
providing  a  specific  framework  of  rules  and 
regulations  governing  all  uses  including 
recreational  and  commercial  development.  No 
major  physical  changes  are  planned  in  Wild  River 
areas.  Existing  short-term  uses  of  the  environment 
will  remain  substantially  unaltered  under  the 
proposed   plan. 

The  existing  pleasing,  though  often  substantially 
altered,  environment  of  the  Dennison,  South  and 
Walker  Forks  and  the  Fortymile  River  will  be 
maintained  and  enhanced.  The  proposal  will,  in 
the   short-term,   enhance    recreation    use  through 


provision  of  recreation  facilities  to  distribute  use 
in  balance  with  the  capacity  of  the  resource.  Other 
existing  short-term  uses  of  the  environment  will 
remain  substantially  unaltered  under  the  proposed 
plan. 

Short-term  economic  gain  may  be  foregone  from 
development  of  new  or  additional  homesites,  trade 
and  manufacturing  sites,  and  small  tract  leases.  It 
is  anticipated  that  any  such  loss  will  be  offset  by 
accelerated  demand  for  increased  recreation 
support  business  by   local,  private  enterprise. 

Long-term  productivity  of  the  environment  will  be 
enhanced  by  restoration  of  topography  and 
replanting  of  vegetation  on  new  placer  mined 
areas. 
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VII.  IRREVERSIBLE  OR  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES  WHICH 
WOULD  BE  INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  


No  major  physical  changes  to  the  existing 
environment  are  planned.  Accordingly  no 
resources  will  be  irreversibly  or  irretrievably 
committed.  By  designating  part  of  the  Alaskan 
portion  of  the  Fortymile  River  drainage  as  a 
component  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  all  natural  resources  in  the  river  corridor 
are  committed  to  the  management  objectives  of 
preserving  the   river  in   its  free-flowing  condition 


and  the  protection  of  the  river  and  its  immediate 
environment  for  the  benefit  and  enjoyment  of 
present  and  future  generations. 

Designation  of  the  375-mile  segment  of  the 
Fortymile  River  drainage  by  the  Congress  as  a  unit 
of  the  National  System  can  be  modified  or 
reversed  by  the  Congress  should  it  be  in  the 
national   interest  at  some  future  time. 
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VIII.   ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE   PROPOSED  ACTION 


Alternatives  considered  for  the  proposed 
Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  and 
Recreational    River  are  as  follows: 

1.  No  Action 

2.  State   Management 

3.  Native   Management 

4.  Different  Segments 

5.  Different  Classification 

6.  Inclusion   in  Other  National  Conservation 
Systems 

7.  National   Wilderness   Preservation   System 


NO  ACTION 

The  375-mile  segment  of  the  Fortymile  River,  its 
principal  tributaries  and  their  immediate 
environments  comprising  320,000  acres  would  not 
be  added  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  under  this  alternative. 

Approximately  40  percent  of  the  proposal  area 
(Middle  and  Upper  North  Forks,  Champion  and 
O  Brien  Creeks,  and  the  Fortymile  River)  together 
with  up  to  128,000  acres  comprising  their 
immediate  environments  withdrawn  as  national 
interest  lands  (d-2)  would  become  Native  regional 
deficiency  selection  lands  and  available  for 
selection  by  Doyon,  Ltd.  Lands  selected  by  the 
Doyon,  Ltd.,  will  become  private  lands.  The  use 
of  these  private  lands  or  the  extent,  if  any,  of 
permitted  public  use  for  recreational  purposes  is 
unknown. 

The  remaining  portions  (Mosquito,  Dennison, 
Walker,  South  and  Lower  North  Forks; 
Hutchinson,  Franklin,  Napoleon,  Uhler,  Wade  and 
Logging  Cabin  Creeks)  together  with 
approximately  172,000  acres  comprising  their 
immediate  environments  will  become  national 
interest   lands   (d-1). 

Lands  reverting  to  d-1  status  would  remain  closed 
to    appropriation     under    the    public    land    laws, 


including  the  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws. 
They  could  remain  in  this  status  for  an  indefinite 
period  or  be  reclassified  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  for  other  purposes. 

The  no  action  alternative  leaves  all  management 
options  open  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
These  options  range  from  retention  in  d-1  status 
indefinitely  to  opening  the  land  to  all  forms  of 
use  and  entry  now  permitted  on  public  domain. 
Within  these  extremes  the  Secretary  may  classify 
the  lands  as  necessary  to  complement  land 
planning  recommendations  developed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  through  its  planning 
system. 

Lands  which  revert  to  d-1  lands  would  be  managed 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  multiple 
use.  Management  of  the  d-1  lands,  however,  would 
be  constrained  by  limitations  on  use  as  described 
in  the  withdrawal  orders.  Thus,  management 
actions  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  would 
be  limited  to  discretionary  granting  of  leases, 
permits,  rights-of-way,  or  easements  when  such 
actions  are  considered  appropriate  within  the  laws 
and  in   the  public  interest. 

Because  d-1  lands  are  essentially  held  in  trust 
pending  reclassification,  long-term  management 
programs  may  not  be  initiated.  For  this  reason  and 
for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  management 
under  d-1  status  is  not  considered  to  be  the 
ultimate  form  of  management.  The  limitations  of 
the  d-1  classification  as  well  as  the  lack  of  law 
enforcement  authority  would  preclude  adequate 
protection  of  many  resource  values  or 
development  of  others  as  may  be  in  the  public 
interest.  Hence,  it  is  likely  that  d-1  lands  would 
eventually  be  reclassified  as  authorized  by  section 
17(d)(1)   of  ANCSA. 

Multiple-use  programs  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  are  carried  on  under  a  myriad  of  laws 
and  regulations.  Management  framework  plans  are 
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developed  for  large  blocks  of  public  lands  under  its 
jurisdiction.  These  are  prepared  with  public  input 
and  must  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  The  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  could  develop  a  framework 
plan  for  this  area  and  recreation  and  scenic  value 
could  receive  emphasis. 


IMPACTS 

Impacts  of  management  would  depend  entirely  on 
the  options  selected  by  the  Secretary.  Major 
options  for  reclassifications  are  considered  to  be 
one  of  several  forms  of  multiple  use.  Impacts 
which  could   result  are: 


MINERALS 

Increased  prospecting  and  development  of  mineral 
resources  could  occur.  This  could  lead  to 
development  and  exploitation.  However,  under 
mineral  leasing,  BLM  has  full  control  as  to  if, 
where,  and  how  leasing  would  be  permitted.  For 
locatable  minerals,  BLM  has  no  firm  control-only 
the  power  of  persuasion.  Thus,  the  impacts 
associated  with  prospecting  and  development 
could  be  significant  to  soils,  vegetation,  and 
wildlife. 


WATER   QUALITY 

State  water  quality  standards  (see  Appendix) 
would  continue  to  apply.  It  is  anticipated  that 
measures  to  protect  water  quality  will  be  enforced 
and  that  the  present  quality  will  be  maintained 
or   improved. 


RECREATION    USE 

Recreation    use    under   the    no  action  alternative 

would  be  essentially  the  same  as  the  proposal  in 


the  short  run.  Over  the  long  term,  however,  unless 
the  area  is  classified  and  managed  by  BLM  for 
recreation  and/or  preservation  of  scenic  values 
including  the  limits  on  time  and  ares  of  use,  it 
is  likely  that  the  wild  and  scenic  river  experience 
would  be  lost  or  diminished  due  to  uncontrolled 
settlement  and  development.  The  quality  of  the 
hunting  and  fishing  experience  could  be  expected 
to  decrease  over  the  long  term  due  to  displacement 
of  wildlife  by  development  and  by  the  influx  of 
people  associated  with  resource  development  and 
access  improvements. 


TRANSPORTATION 

The  demand  for  access  through  the  area  can  be 
expected  to  continue  for  both  recreation  and 
mineral  exploration  purposes.  This  could  be 
significant  if  not  controlled.  There  is  no  authority 
to  regulate  surface  transportation  for  mineral 
prospecting,  except  persuasion.  Executive  Order 
11644,  "Use  of  Off-Road  Vehicles  on  the  Public 
Lands'  (February  9,  1972),  provides  policy  and 
procedures  on   regulating  off-road  vehicles  only. 


HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 
It  is  anticipated  that  the  provisions  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  915) 
will  be  implemented  and  that  cultural  features 
worthy  of  preservation  will  be  identified, 
adequately   protected,  and   interpreted. 


DISPOSITION  UNDER  THE  LAND  LAWS 
There  will  be  increasing  pressures  for  summer 
homesites  along  the  river  and  especially  the  more 
accessible  areas  from  the  Taylor  Highway.  This  is 
significant  in  the  long  term  as  it  is  likely  that  those 
sites  having  high  public  values  for  public 
reacreation  facility  development  or  for  designated 
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public  use  would  pass  into  private  ownership. 
Before  such  disposition  could  occur,  the  lands 
must  first  be  classified  for  disposal  by  direct  action 
of  the   Bureau  of   Land   Management. 


IMPACT  OF  PRIVATE  OWNERSHIP 
Impacts  resulting  from  private  ownership  (Doyon, 
Ltd.)  of  important  historic,  natural,  and  outdoor 
recreation  resources  in  the  Middle  and  upper 
North  Forks,  Fortymile  River,  and  Champion  and 
O  Brien  Crreks  could  be  significant.  It  is  not 
known  what  uses  would  be  made  of  lands  and 
minerals  involved  or  the  extent  and  types  of  public 
outdoor  recreation  use,  if  any,  that  would  be 
permitted.  Impacts  on  mineral  development  are 
considered  negligible  since  the  development  of 
minerals  will  proceed  with  or  without  the 
proposal.  Undesirable  impacts  stemming  from 
increased  public  use  can  be  more  strictly 
controlled  in  that  the  area  can  be  closed  to  all 
or  selected  activities. 


portion  of  the  Fortymile  River  drainage  as  a  scenic 
and  recreational  area  in  accord  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (80  Stat.  906). 

The  State  could  administer  the  area  as  a 
component  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
much  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Federal 
Government  and,  upon  application  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  could  have  the  river  and 
its  immediate  environment  added  to  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  The  river  would 
have  to  be  permanently  administered  as  a  Wild, 
Scenic,  or  Recreational  River  area,  without  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government.  This  would  be  similar 
to  the  way  the  State  of  Maine  administers  the 
Allagash  Wilderness  Waterway  as  a  Wild  River  in 
the   National  System. 

The  State  has  no  existing  legislation  or  plan  for 
managing  or  protecting  Wild  River  areas.  There  are 
no  pending  applications  by  the  State  to  select 
lands  along  the   Fortymile   River. 


STATE  MANAGEMENT 
Under  this  alternative  the  Fortymile  River,  its 
principal  tributaries  and  320,000  acres  comprising 
their  immediate  environments  would  not  be 
recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System  as  a  federally  managed 
component.  As  with  the  no  action  alternative,  the 
Middle  Fork  and  upper  North  Fork,  Champion 
and  O  Brien  Creeks,  and  the  Fortymile  River 
would  become  available  for  selection  by  Doyon, 
Ltd. 

The  remaining  60  percent  (Mosquito,  Dennison, 
Walker,  South,  and  lower  North  Forks; 
Hutchinson,  Franklin,  Napoleon,  Uhler,  Wade,  and 
Logging  Cabin  Creeks)  would  be  selected  by  the 
State  of  Alaska  under  the  provisions  of  the  Alaska 
Statehood  Act.  The  State  could  then  manage  this 


IMPACTS 

Under  the  alternative  of  State  administration  as 
a  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  Area,  impacts 
would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  under 
Federal  administration  as  a  component  of  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic   Rivers  System. 


NATIVE  MANAGEMENT 
Under  this  alternative  the  Fortymile  River,  its 
principal  tributaries  and  320,000  acres  comprising 
their  immediate  environments  would  not  be 
recommended  for  addition  to  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System  as  a  federally  managed 
component.  Natives,  through  Doyon,  Ltd.,  could 
then  select  the  entire  river  under  the  provisions 
of  ANCSA  and  administer  the  river  environment 
much  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Federal  or  State 
government. 
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IMPACTS 

Impacts  of  the  alternative  of  Native  administratior 
would  be  similar  to  those  of  Federal  or  State 
administration  except  that  it  is  probable  that  the 
river  environment  would  be  managed  in  a  manner 
to  obtain    greatest  economic  return  to  the  Natives 


DIFFERENT  SEGMENTS 
Three  different  segments  were  considered  in  the 
assessment  of  impacts;  one  expands  the  proposal, 
the  other  two  reduce  the  proposal. 


1.  DESIGNATE  ALL  LANDS  WITHDRAWN  AS 
NATIONAL  INTEREST  LANDS  (d-2) 
Under  this  alternative  some  825  miles  of  the 
Alaskan  portion  of  the  drainage  together  with  up 
to  750,000  acres  comprising  their  immediate 
environments  would  be  added  to  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic   Rivers  System   (Map   14). 

The  d-2  withdrawals  in  the  Fortymile  River  basin 
were  made  for  the  purpose  of  studying  which  areas 
qualified  for  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System.  These  studies  concluded 
that  only  the  recommended  375  miles  and 
320,000  acres  qualified  for  addition  to  the 
National  System. 


IMPACTS 

Impacts    resulting   from    the   addition   of  all  825 

miles   and   up   to    750,000  acres  of  land  to  the 

National   System  are  that  upper,  small  tributary 

streams    without    distinctive    qualities    would    be 

included. 

Protection  of  these  unqualified  upstream  areas 
comprising  some  450  miles  of  stream  and  430,000 
acres  would  be  stronger  under  such  a  designation. 


However,  the  objective  of  having  only  those  rivers 
possessing  outstanding  scenic,  recreational, 
geologic,  fish  and  wildlife,  historic,  cultural,  or 
other  similar  values  receiving  special  protection 
would  be  compromised.  The  overall  impact  of  this 
alternative  is  significant  for  recreation.  Other 
impacts,  such  as  on  mining,  soils,  vegetation, 
wildlife,  subsistence,  transportation,  and  water 
quality  would  be  greater  particularly  on 
prospective  Native  ownership  than  indicated  in 
Section    III. 

2.  INCLUDE  THOSE  PORTIONS  OF  THE 
FORTYMILE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  THAT  ARE 
ROAD  ASSESSIBLE 

Under  this  alternative  the  Taylor  Highway  would 
be  the  upstream  boundary  of  segments  included  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  (Map 
15).  Some  95  miles  of  stream  and  up  to  111,500 
acres  of  adjacent  lands  would  be  protected  as  a 
unit  of  the  National  System. 

IMPACTS 

Overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar 
to  those  of  the  proposal  except  that  the  capacity 
of  the  area  to  accommodate  recreation  use 
without  impairment  of  the  environment  would  be 
reduced  by  approximately  25  percent  (from  an 
estimated  118,930  to  approximately  90,000 
visitor-days  annually).  The  primary  impact  of  this 
reduction  will  be  to  eliminate  all  areas  providing 
high  quality  recreation  experiences  in  a  setting 
without  substantial  evidence  of  man  s  activity.  A 
corresponding  reduction  of  related  impacts  would 
be  expected  because  of  the  reduction  in  size  of 
the  proposal. 


3.       INCLUDE      ONLY      THOSE      PORTIONS 
ADJOINED  BY  OTHER  FEDERAL   LANDS 
Under  this  alternative,  recommended  by  Doyon, 
Ltd.,  the  proposal  would  consist  of  the  Mosquito, 
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MAP  15.  ALTERNATIVE  NO.  2 
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South,  Walker,  and  lower  North  Forks,  and 
Logging  Cabin,  Wade,  Uhler,  Franklin,  Napoleon, 
and  Hutchinson  Creeks  (Map  16).  Some  90  miles 
and  up  to  110,000  acres  of  adjacent  lands  would 
be   protected  as  a   unit  of  the   National  System. 


IMPACTS 

Overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar 
to  those  of  the  proposal  except  the  capacity  of 
the  environment  within  this  alternative  would  be 
reduced  by  about  60  percent.  A  corresponding 
reduction  of  related  impacts  would  be  expected. 


DIFFERENT  CLASSIFICATION 

Under  this  alternative  the  entire  375-mile  proposal 
area  was  considered  for  Recreation  River  area 
classification  as  recommended   by    Doyon,    Ltd. 

Recreational    River  areas  are  defined  as: 

Those  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers  that  are  readily 
accessible  by  road  or  railroad,  that  may  have  some 
development  along  their  shorelines,  and  that  may 
have  undergone  some  impoundment  or  diversion 
in  the  past. 

The  Wade  Creek  segment  of  the  proposal  has  been 
determined  to  meet  the  criteria  for  recreational 
classification.  This  segment  includes  a  small, 
intimate  valley  with  a  road  along  its  entire  length 
of  one  stream  bank.  The  valley  shows  substantial 
development  and  alteration  in  that  it  has  been 
extensively  placer  mined-and  the  stream  is  no 
longer  in  its  natural  location.  Its  principal  value, 
however,  is  its  historical  interest  in  that  it  contains 
the  remains  of  one  of  the  original  dredges  in  the 
Fortymile   Mining   District. 

Except    for    the   Wade    Creek   area,  the  proposal 


meets  the  criteria  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation  in  that  their  overall  environments  are 
less  accessible  and  less  developed. 


IMPACTS 

The  impact  of  this  alternative  to  designate  all  of 
the  proposal  area  as  a  Recreational  River  would 
be  to  permit  the  entire  proposal  to  be  developed 
in  the  same  way  as  the  Wade  Creek  area  by: 

1.  Placing  lower  priority  on  the  retention  of  the 
existing  primitive  environment  of  the  river  area. 

2.  Permitting  closely  paralleling  roads  or  railroads 
on  or  adjacent  to  the  river  bank  where  there  may 
be  other,   reasonable  locations. 

3.  Permitting  substantial  development  of  the 
shoreline. 

None  of  these  are  now  occurring  in  the  areas 
proposed  for  Wild  River  designation.  Such  actions 
and  their  impacts  on  the  existing  environment  are 
considered  very  significant. 


INCLUSION    IN   OTHER    NATIONAL 
CONSERVATION   SYSTEMS 

Under  the  provisions  of  ANCSA  the  National  Park 
Service  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
considered  the  resource  values  of  Alaska  for 
potential  units  of  the  National  Park  and  Wildlife 
Refuge  Systems.  Neither  agency  identified  any 
portion  of  the  Fortymile  River  basin  (July  1972) 
for  this  purpose. 

The  Forest  Service  also  considered  the  resource 
values  of  Alaska  for  potential  additions  to  the 
National  Forest  System.  The  Forest  Service 
concluded     the     Fortymile     River     basin     merits 
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detailed  consideration  as  a  unit  of  the  National 
Forest  System  in  a  larger,  4.5-million-acre 
proposal-a   Fortymile   National    Forest. 

In  that  proposal  the  Fortymile  River  area  was 
identified  as  a  343,000-acre  National  Forest  where 
management  of  the  river  would  preserve  its 
free-flowing  character  and  preserve  its  present 
immediate  environment,  e.g.  Fortymile  River 
would  have  been  designated  as  a  unit  of  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
substantially  as  discussed  in  the  proposal.  The 
Fortymile  National  Forest  proposal  was  rejected 
in  the  overall  deliberations  of  recommendations 
authorized  by  section    17(d)(2)   of  ANCSA. 


IMPACTS 

Establishment  of  a  Fortymile  National  Forest 
would  also  probably  result  in  the  inclusion  of  the 
Fortymile  River  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System.  Accordingly,  the  impact  on  the 
immediate  environment  of  the  river  would  be 
identical   to  that  of  the   proposal. 


INCLUSION  IN  THE  NATIONAL 
WILDERNESS  PRESERVATION 
SYSTEM 

Under  this  alternative,  Congress  would  designate 
all  or  portions  of  the  Fortymile  River  and  adjacent 
areas  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  created  by  the  Wilderness  Act 
of  1964  (78  Stat.  890).  Designation  as  Wilderness 
would  assure  the  maximum  protection  of  the 
existing  environment.  The  influence  of  man  would 
be  restricted  so  that  existing  primeval  conditions 
and  character  would  prevail,  or  be  restored. 

Much  of  the  Fortymile  River  basin  has  been 
heavily  prospected  for  gold.  Tailings,  old  sluice 
boxes,  cabins,  and  abandoned  dredge  operations 
attest  to  widespread  mining.  The  high  fire 
incidence  and  control  effects  also  have  left 
significant  evidence  of  man.  Since  wilderness  has 
been  defined  as  an  area  where  the  earth  and  its 
community  of  life  are  untrampled  by  man,  most 
of  the  Fortymile  area  does  not  meet  the  requisites 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System. 


In  the  event  a  Fortymile  National  Forest  were 
created  and  the  Fortymile  River  not  designated 
a  unit  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  it  is  expected  that  impacts  would  be 
similar  to  the  no  action   alternative  except: 

1.  None  of  the  225,000  acres  or  250  miles  of  river 
available  for  Native  regional  deficiency  selection 
under  the  proposal  would  be  available  because  all 
d-2  lands  would  be  added  to  the  National  Forest. 
The  impact  of  not  having  the  opportunity  to  select 
such  lands  can   be  considered  moderate. 

2.  There  would  be  no  disposal  of  land  under  the 
land  laws  exclusive  of  existing  valid  rights  and  as 
such   is   identical   to   the   proposal. 


Preliminary  investigations  indicate  some  areas  in 
the  Charley  River  drainages  to  the  west  may  be 
of  wilderness  quality.  This  area,  however,  is  not 
directly  related  to  the  proposed  Fortymile 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  area  and  in  most 
cases  is  separated  from  the  proposed  segments  of 
the  Fortymile  by  areas  designated  for  Native 
regional   deficiency  selection. 

Under  this  alternative  two  approaches  have  been 
considered:  (1)  restrict  designation  to  the  320,000 
acres  included  within  the  proposal;  or  (2)  include 
adjacent  areas.  Under  either  approach  major 
impacts  from  the  alternative  of  adding  to  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  would 
occur.  These  are  discussed   below: 
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1.  RESTRICT  DESIGNATION  TO  THE  320,000 
ACRES  INCLUDED  WITHIN  THE  PROPOSAL 
Under  this  alternative,  addition  to  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  would  be  confined 
to  the  proposal.  Only  small  portions  of  the 
proposal -Mosquito,  Middle  and  North 
Forks-proposed  for  Wild  River  status  appear  to 
have  any  semblance  of  values  meriting  inclusion 
in  the  National  Wilderness  System.  The  remainder 
of  the  proposal  contains  roads,  placer  mines,  and 
other  evidence  of  man  to  the  extent  that  those 
areas  clearly  do  not  qualify  for  inclusion  in  the 
National   Wilderness   Preservation  System. 


IMPACTS 

Impacts  of  the  proposal  to  include  all  or  portions 
of  the  320,000  acres  in  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  are  significant. 

Ultimate  development  of  lands  and  minerals 
adjacent  to  the  proposal  will  require  road  access. 
In  some  cases  road  access  will  be  required  to  cross 
the  proposal.  The  impact  of  providing  reasonable 
access  to  the  adjacent  areas  is  severe.  Subject  to 
final  determination  by  the  Congress,  the  landing 
of  aircraft  and  use  of  motorboats  will  be  permitted 
as  means  of  access  to  designated  wilderness  units 
subject  to  restrictions  deemed  necessary  by  the 
Secretary.  Use  of  motorized,  over-the-snow 
vehicles  for  subsistence  purposes  may  be  permitted 
within  wilderness  areas  in  Alaska.  When  such  uses 
are  recommended  for  continuation  following 
wilderness  designation,  the  levels  of  use  and  types 
of  equipment  utilized  prior  to  the  enactment  date 
of  ANCSA  will  be  permitted  to  continue  for 
subsistence  purposes.  Should  such  uses  be  shown 
as  adversely  affecting  the  plant  and  animal 
resources  in  a  progressive  and  depleting  manner, 
additional  restrictions  may  be  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary   after  consultation  with   representatives 


of  subsistence  users.  The  impact  on  these  modes 
of  transportation   is  considered   minor. 

The  overall  impact  of  this  alternative  on 
recreational  uses  of  motorized  equipment  within 
the  proposal  area  is  significant.  The  use  of 
motorboats,  snow  machines,  all-terrain  vehicles, 
etc.,  and  the  indiscriminate  landing  of  aircraft 
would  be  prohibited  in  designated  Wilderness 
Areas. 


2.  EXPAND  DESIGNATION  TO  INCLUDE 
MORE  THAN  THE  PROPOSAL 
Under  this  alternative,  addition  to  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  would  be 
expanded  to  adjacent  areas.  Only  the  headwater 
areas  of  the  Fortymile  River  basin  appear  to 
qualify  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System.  Much  of  this  area  is 
mineralized  and  may  contain  economically 
valuable  mineral  deposits.  These  areas  have  been 
made  available  for  selection  by  Doyon,  Ltd.,  as 
Native  regional  deficiency  selections  lands  and  part 
are  included  in  the  Eagle  Village  Native 
withdrawal. 


IMPACTS 

Impacts  of  this  alternative  include  all  or  portions 
of  320,000  acres  of  the  proposal  and  adjacent 
areas  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  are  very   major. 

Areas  withdrawn  for  Native  selection  would  be 
included.  The  loss  of  the  right  to  select  these  lands 
would  be  a  severe   impact  on   Natives. 

Inclusion  of  areas  of  high  potential  mineral  value 
is  considered  a  significant  impact  in  that  such 
values,  if  any,  would  be  foregone  with  wilderness 
designation. 
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IX.  CONSULTATION   AND  COORDINATION  WITH   OTHERS 


A.  CONSULTATION  AND 
COORDINATION  IN  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  PROPOSAL  AND 
PREPARATION  OF  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 


The  study  of  the  Fortymile  River,  Alaska,  as  a 
potential  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System  was  a  cooperative  effort  under  the 
leadership  of  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation. 


Representatives  of  the  State  of  Alaska  through  the 
Governor's  office,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game,  and  Natives  through  the  Tanana  Chiefs 
Conference  and  Doyon,  Ltd.,  were  invited  to 
participate  in  field  studies  of  the  Fortymile  River 
area.    Federal   agencies   invited  were: 

1.  Alaska   Power  Administration 

2.  Bureau   of   Indian   Affairs 

3.  Bureau  of   Land   Management 

4.  Bureau   of   Mines 

5.  Fish  and  Wildlife   Service 

6.  Corps  of   Engineers 

7.  Environmental    Protection   Agency 

8.  Forest  Service 

9.  Geological   Survey 

10.   National    Park  Service. 


Of  these,  representatives  of  the  Alaska  Power 
Administration,  Forest  Service,  National  Park 
Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Bureau 
of  Outdoor  Recreation  conducted  the  on-site 
inspection.  Representatives  of  Doyon,  Ltd., 
participated  in  an  overflight  of  the  prospective 
asbestos  deposits  in  the  Middle  and  North  Forks 
area  and  the  asbestos  development  at  Clinton 
Creek,   Yukon   Territory,  Canada. 


There  has  been  informal  consultation  with  officials 
of  the  Canadian   Park  Service. 

In  December  1972,  a  preliminary  data  analysis  of 
Fortymile  River  and  its  immediate  environment, 
together  with  preliminary  conclusions  and 
recommendations,  was  distributed  to  Federal, 
State,  and  Native  groups  for  review  and  comment 
on  the  correctness  of  factual   information. 

Public  hearings  throughout  Alaska  were  held  by 
the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  in  May  and  June  1973.  Information 
presented  at  these  hearings  was  given  careful 
consideration  by  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor 
Recreation  in  the  preparation  of  this  proposal. 

Although  there  has  been  close  coordination  and 
consultation  on  the  resource  information 
incorporated  in  the  analysis  of  the  Fortymile 
River,  the  conclusions  and  recommendations  are 
those  of  the   Bureau   of  Outdoor   Recreation. 


B.  COORDINATION  IN  REVIEW  OF  THE 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT 

Copies  of  the  draft  environmental  statement  were 
submitted  to  the  following: 
Department  of  Agriculture 

*  Forest  Service 
Department  of  Defense 

'Alaskan  Command 

*Corps  of  Engineer's 
'Department  of  Commerce 

National    Marine   Fisheries  Service 

*  Environmental    Protection   Agency 

Federal   Power  Commission 

'Department  of   Health,   Education  and 
Welfare 

'Department  of   Housing  and   Urban 
Development 
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Department  of  Transportation 
Coast   Guard 

'Federal   Aviation  Administration 
Department  of  the   Interior 
*Alaska   Power  Administration 
*Bureau   of   Indian   Affairs 
*  Bureau   of   Land  Management 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
*Bureau  of  Mines 
*Geological  Survey 
*  National    Park  Service 
Department  of  State 
*Joint  Federal-State    Land   Use  Planning 

Commission 
*State  of  Alaska,  Office  of  the  Governor 
Alaska   Federation  of  Natives 
Alaska   Native   Foundation 

*  Alaska  Wildlife  Federation  and 
Sportsmen's  Council 

Alaska  Oil  and   Gas  Association 
National    Audubon   Society 
*Sierra  Club 

*National   Wildlife   Federation 
Alaska  Conservation  Society 

*  Friends  of  the   Earth 
*The  Wilderness  Society 

Alaska   Professional    Hunters  Association 
Alaska  Miners   Association 
*Doyon,    Limited 

President 
Village  Council 
Dot   Lake,  Alaska 


President 
Village  Council 
Northway,  Alaska 

President 
Village  Council 
Eagle,   Alaska 


President 
Village  Council 
Tanacross,  Alaska 

President 
Village   Council 
Tetlin,  Alaska 

President 
Village  Council 
Tok,  Alaska 

Comments  have  been   received 
and  are   included. 

C.  SUMMARY  OF  CORRESPONDENCE 
RECEIVED  FOLLOWING  REVIEW  OF 
THE  DRAFT  STATEMENT 

A  total  of  189  letters  were  received  on  the  draft 
environmental  statement  including  letters  from  19 
Federal  agencies,  1  Federal-State  agency,  1  State 
agency,  1  local  agency,  3  Native  corporations  and 
associations,  27  organizations,  and  135  individuals. 
All  letters  received  are  printed  in  the  following 
pages,  with  the  exception  of  94  letters  from 
individuals  that  contained  essentially  identical 
comments.  A  letter  from  Billy  C.  Wallace  is 
printed  in  Section  IX.E  as  a  representative  of  this 
group.  Another  26  letters  were  not  printed  from 
individuals  that  either  did  not  address  a  specific 
proposal  or  only  voice  support  or  rejection  of  the 
Fortymile  River  proposal.  As  examples  of  this 
latter  group,  letters  from  Steve  L.  Marquess  and 
Jim  Gerritsen  are  printed  at  the  end  of  Section 
IX.E. 

The  draft  environmental  statement  was  circulated 
for  review  of  the  data  presented  and  comment  on 
the  adequacy  of  the  environmental  analysis.  Many 
comments  went  beyond  this  and  voiced  support 
or  rejection  of  the  proposal  itself.  Those  persons 
who  desire  to  voice  a   position   on  the  proposal 
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will  have  every  opportunity  to  make  their  interests 
known  through  legislative  channels  as  Congress 
considers  the   proposed   legislation. 

Certain  letters  received  included  extensive 
comments  addressing  more  than  one  proposal. 
Only  that  portion  of  these  letters  commenting  on 
the  Fortymile  River  proposal  are  included  in  this 
document.  These  letters  are  identified  by  the 
statement  '  Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Fortymile  River  proposal  has  been 
reproduced,     at  the  top  of  the  first  page. 

Comments  are  numbered  in  consecutive  order  on 
each  letter.  The  numbered  responses  on  the  pages 
which  immediately  follow  each  letter  correspond 
to  these  numbers.  Similar  or  identical  questions 
were  posed  by  more  than  one  reviewer.  In  most 
of  these  cases,  the  comment  is  fully  addressed  the 
first  time  it  appears,  with  following  or  similar 
comments  referred  to  by  number  and  comment 
to  the  first  response.  To  facilitate  this  referral 
system,  the  letters  are  organized  alphabetically  in 


the  following  categories:  Federal  agencies; 
Federal-State  agencies;  State  agencies;  local 
agencies;  Native  corporations  and  associations; 
organizations;  and  individuals.  An  exception  to 
this  is  the  example  letters  that  either  did  not 
address  a  specific  proposal  which  are  printed  at 
the  end  of  Section   IX.E. 

D.  SUMMARY  OF   CHANGES   FROM 
DRAFT  STATEMENT 

A  number  of  minor  editorial  and  factual  changes 
have  been  made  from  the  draft  environmental 
statement  in  response  to  numerous  suggestions 
offered  by  Federal  and  State  agencies  as  well  as 
many  private  organizations  and  individuals.  In 
addition,  both  Federal  and  State  agencies  have 
supplied  additional  data,  some  of  it  developed 
since  the  release  of  the  draft  statement.  This  data 
was  incorporated  wherever  it  contributed  to  better 
evaluation  of  impacts  or  alternatives  to  the 
proposal. 
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E.  CORRESPONDENCE   RECEIVED 

TABLE  11 
Index  of  Correspondence  Received  (Excluding  Individuals) 


FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 
Soil  Conservation  Service 

Department  of  Commerce 

Department  'of  Defense 

Department  of  the  Army-Corps  of  Engineers 
Headquarters,  Alaska  Command 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Alaska  Power  Administration 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bureau  of  Mines 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Geological  Survey 
National  Park  Service 

Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Federal  Highway  Administration 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Washington  Office 
Alaska  Operations  Office 

General  Services  Administration 


FEDERAL-STATE  AGENCIES 
Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  for  Alaska 
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STATE  AGENCIES 
State  of  Alaska 

LOCAL  AGENCIES 
Fairbanks  North  Star  Borough 

NATIVE  CORPORATIONS  AND  AGENCIES 

Bristol  Bay  Native  Corporation 
Cook  Inlet  Region,  Inc. 
Doyon,  Limited 


ORGANIZATIONS 

Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment 

Alaska  Geological  Society 

Alaska  Wildlife  Federation  and  Sportsmen's  Council,  Inc. 

Business  and  Professional  Women's  Clubs,  Inc. 

Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

Fairbanks  Environmental  Center  with  Friends  of  the  Earth 

Fairbanks  T.V.A.  Development,  Inc. 

Friends  of  the  Earth  (Arizona  Branch) 

Inspiration  Consolidated  Copper  Company 

International  Pacific  Halibut  Commission 

International  Pacific  Salmon  Fisheries  Commission 

National  Association  of  Counties 

National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Northwestern  University,  Public  Lands  Project 

Saguaro  Ecology  Club 

Sierra  Club 

Society  of  American  Foresters-Alaskan  Section 

Society  of  American  Foresters-Juneau  Chapter 

Society  of  American  Foresters-Si tka  Chapter 

The  Conservation  Foundation 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

The  Wilderness  Society 

University  of  Alaska,  Institute  of  Arctic  Biology 

University  of  Alaska,  Institute  of  Social,  Economic  and  Govt.  Research 

University  of  Alaska,  Institute  of  Agricultural  Sciences  (Purdue  Univ.) 

Western  Wilderness  Association 


119 


p^W  Wilderness  ;|n 


United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
forest  service 
Washington,    D.C.      20250 


5510 


JUL  %  Z  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 


Here  are  our  comments  on  the  remaining  18  legislative  proposals 
recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  pursuant  to  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (P.L.  92-203).   Comments  on 
the  first  six  proposals  were  transmitted  to  you  in  June. 

Our  comments  are  organized  in  a  "general  comments"  section  which 
applies  to  all  28  proposed  units  of  National  Parks,  Forests, 
Refuges,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  and  in  "specific  comments" 
sections  covering  each  Park,  Refuge  and  Wild  &  Scenic  River 
proposals.   We  have  not  commented  on  the  National  Forest  proposals 
since  we  will  be  involved  in  cooperating  and  assisting  you  in  the 
preparation  of  the  final  statements  for  those. 

We  suggest  that  the  general  section  of  comments  be  included  in  the 

Final  Environmental  Statement  of  all  the  proposed  units  and  the 

specific  section  be  included  only  in  the  Statement  to  which  it 
applies. 

General  Comments 


Relationships  Between  Proposals 

The  28  statements,  in  a  sense,  are  related  since  they  are  a  product 
of  ANCSA.   Collectively,  the  proposals  create  a  significant  impact 
not  only  on  the  State  of  Alaska  as  a  whole  but  nationally  as  well. 
The  individual  statements  describe  the  various  impacts  involved  for 
that  unit,  however,  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  impacts  of  the 
several  parks,  forests,  refuges  and  wild  rivers  is  not  discussed. 
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An  example  is  the  impact  on  sport  hunting.   Planning  or  curtailing 
hunting  on  one  National  Park  may  have  a  minor  effect  on  guides, 
sportsmen  and  hunted  populations  whereas  closing,  carefully 
restricting  or  possibly  closing  eleven  units  within  10  years  could 
have  a  major  impact  and  could  result  in  serious  long-range  conse- 
quences by  directing  intense  hunting  pressure  into  areas  remaining 
open.   Secondary  effects  on  subsistence  living  could  be  severe. 
The  State  of  Alaska  can  take  steps  on  other  lands  to  reduce  possible 
adverse  results  but  it  should  be  forewarned  by  complete  discussion 
of  possible  cumulative  impacts. 

In  each  instance  where  land  is  withdrawn  from  some  form  of  current 
or  recent  public  use  (e.g.,  mining,  entry,  hunting,  travel)  an 
evaluation  should  be  made  in  each  Statement  based  on  the  assumption 
that  many  or  all  of  the  units  will  be  approved  so  the  impact  of  the 
individual  proposal  can  be  related  to  the  other  units  in  the  legis- 
lative package. 

The  approval  of  83  million  acres  of  reserved  Federal  system  lands 
is  another  example  of  cumulative  impact  that  should  be  addressed. 
This  action  makes  a  long-term  commitment  of  land  and  each  unit 
should  not  be  considered  in  isolation.   It  would  be  pertinent  to 
point  out  in  this  regard  that  the  ANCSA  also  makes  a  positive 
commitment  of  some  45  million  acres  to  private  (Native)  ownership. 
In  making  the  Settlement,  the  State  of  Alaska  will  be  free  to 
complete  its  103.5  million  acres  entitlement  --  another  long-term 
allocation  of  Alaska  land  and  resources.   The  part  each  unit  plays 
in  the  total  commitment  to  environmental  quality,  national  economic 
development  and  regional  development  should  be  displayed  so  that  the 
relationship  of  the  proposals  to  the  entire  State  can  be  more  easily 
understood. 

In  this  regard,  some  of  the  refuge  proposals  show  the  relationship 
of  waterfowl  populations  to  the  entire  North  American  continent. 
These  kinds  of  relationships  should  be  emphasized. 

The  geographic  relationships  of  Federal  reserves  in  Alaska  should 
also  be  discussed.   For  example,  the  continuum  of  Park  and  Refuge 
status  proposed  through  the  Brooks  Range  from  the  Canadian  border  to 
the  Chukchi  Sea,  broken  only  by  48  miles  along  the  pipeline  corridor 
and  16  miles  at  Noatak  Village,  should  be  discussed  with  relationship 
to  the  impact  it  may  have  on  the  future  of  the  Arctic.   These  total 
impacts  may  be  viewed  positively  or  adversely  but  they  should  be 
revealed. 
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Additionally,  the  impact  of  these  proposals  on  the  management  systems 
to  which  they  are  added  should  be  discussed. 

We  plan  to  include  such  discussions  in  the  Final  Environmental  State- 
ments for  National  Forest  proposals. 

Multiple  Use  -  Sustained  Yield 

The  descriptions  of  multiple  use  given  in  the  several  statements 
vary  in  their  accuracy  and  objectivity  and,  in  several  instances 
are  conflicting.  In  addition  to  comments  we  have  given  in  those 
specific  instances  we  wish  here  to  quote  the  definition  of  multiple 
use  as  contained  in  the  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  of  1960 
(P.L.  86-517)  as  well  as  the  definition  of  sustained  yield.  Any 
discussion  of  this  subject  is  incomplete  without  these  definitions. 

"Sec.  4.   As  used  in  this  Act,  the  following  terms  shall  have  the 
following  meanings: 

(a)  "Multiple  use"  means:   The  management  of  all  the  various 
renewable  surface  resources  of  the  national  forests  so  that  they  are 
utilized  in  the  combination  that  will  best  meet  the  needs  of  the 
American  people;  making  the  most  judicious  use  of  the  land  for  some 
or  all  of  these  resources  or  related  services  over  areas  large 
enough  to  provide  sufficient  latitude  for  periodic  adjustments  in 
use  to  conform  the  changing  needs  and  conditions;  that  some  land 
will  be  used  for  less  than  all  of  the  resources;  and  harmonious  and 
coordinated  management  of  the  various  resources,  each  with  the  other, 
without  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land,  with  considera- 
tion being  given  to  the  relative  values  of  the  various  resources, 
and  not  necessarily  the  combination  of  uses  that  will  give  the 
greatest  dollar  return  or  the  greatest  unit  output. 

(b)  "Sustained  yield  of  the  several  products  and  services" 
means  the  achievement  and  maintenance  in  perpetuity  of  a  high-level 
annual  or  regular  periodic  output  of  the  various  renewable  resources 
of  the  national  forests  without  impairment  of  the  productivity  of 
the  land." 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


tjtfa 


R.  MAX  PETERSON 
Deputy  Chief 

Enclosures 
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FORTYMILE   NATIONAL  WILD   AND   SCENIC   RIVER  PROPOSAL 

(DES   73-109) 


Specific  Comments 

1.  Administration  and  Management 

Page  26  -  The  statement  that  "adjacent  Federal  lands  will  be  managed 
to  protect  the  natural  values  of  the  Fortymile  and  its  tributaries" 
should  be  clarified. 

As  presented,  it  appears  that  all  lands  involved  will  be  managed  to 
protect  the  rivers.   Federal  lands  adjacent  to  the  river  system  will 
encompass  large  areas.   The  uses  of  segments  of  these  lands  remote  from 
the  river  system  may  not  always  involve  the  river  itself.   The  present 
discussion,  however,  does  not  recognize  this  and  needs  to  be  expanded 
to  indicate  clearly  that  management  of  the  entire  area  is  not 
necessarily  involved. 

Page  49  -  The  statement  that  national  designation  will  not  affect 
State  jurisdiction  over  fish  and  wildlife  is  questionable. 

If  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  the  authority  to  designate 
zones  or  periods  to  control  hunting,  it  could  be  done  in  spite  of 
State  consultation  and  thus  would  affect  the  State's  jurisdiction 
significantly.   To  state  that  no  such  actions  are  expected  to  be 
necessary  may  be  premature. 

2.  History  and  Life  Style 

Page  50  -  The  inference  that  placer  mining  had  a  severe  impact  on 
Native  village  location  and  food  supply  is  questionable. 

There  was  little  or  no  mining  of  any  consequence  near  either  Kechumstuk 
or  Joseph  Village  -  the  two  principal  villages  within  the  proposal. 

3.  Land  Uses 

Page  97  -  Sport  fishing  and  trapping  have  been  omitted  as  land  uses. 
Both  should  be  included  to  present  a  complete  statement. 

4.  Impact  on  Mining 

Page  116-118  -  The  statement  is  not  entirely  objective  by  stating  that 
the  proposal  will  have  minimum  impact  on  mining  activities. 
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In  view  of  the  proposed  regulations  outlined  under  the  section  on 
administration  and  management,  page  21-22,  it  appears  the  proposal 
will  have  significant  impacts  on  mining.   In  comparison  to  what 
occurs  presently,  the  controls  which  will  be  established  will  have 
a  significant  impact.   Further,  there  is  no  discussion  of  the 
probable  pressures  which  will  come  from  interested  and  concerned 
parties  to  eliminate  all  mining  activity  on  and  adjacent  to  the  river 
because  of  its  classification. 

The  discussion  on  page  124,  item  (2)  indicates  that  control  of  mining 
operations  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  wildlife  habitat. 
Conversely  this  control  will  therefore  be  significant  relative  to 
mining. 

5.  Impact  on  Subsistence 

Page  124  -  Control  of  mining  operations  will  also  benefit  fish  habitat 
significantly.   This  has  not  been  mentioned  in  this  section. 

Note:   The  final  statement  under  item  (2)  is  confusing  in  stating  the 
impact  is  unknown. 

6.  Impact  on  Water  Quality 

Page  129  -  The  discussion  of  water  quality  on  page  68  (Water  Quality) 
is  not  consistent  with  the  discussion  on  page  129. 

It  is  predicted  on  page  68  that  water  quality  will  probably  be  enhancec 
on  page  129  it  states  that  the  impact  of  the  proposal  on  water  quality 
will  be  major  but  controllable  inferring  that  much  effort  will  be 
required  to  merely  maintain  present  water  quality  levels. 

7.  Impact  on  Soil  and  Vegetation 

Page  131  -  The  statement  that  cutting  of  any  timber  within  one  mile 
of  the  river  would  conflict  with  other  uses  is  speculative  rather 
than  factual. 

There  is  no  information  which  indicates  that  timber  cutting  would 
always  be  in  conflict.   No  studies  have  been  made  which  support  this 
statement.   It  should  be  reworded  to  show  that  the  potential  exists 
and  must  be  considered  before  cutting  is  permitted  for  any  reason. 

8.  Impact  on  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Page  132  -  The  last  statement  does  not  adequately  assess  impact  on 
State  responsibility  for  managing  resident  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
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The  statement  infers  no  impact  on  State  jurisdiction.   However,  on 
page  29,  under  Administration  and  Management,  it  indicates  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  designate  zones  or  periods  when 
hunting  is  not  permitted.   This  could  conflict  with  ADF&G  management 
objectives  since  the  Federal  Government  can  be  more  restrictive. 
The  net  result  would  be  a  significant  impact  if  the  differences 
involved  could  not  be  resolved.   There  have  been  a  number  of 
instances  elsewhere  where  Federal  management  action  has  conflicted 
strongly  with  State  responsibilities  where  State  and  Federal 
management  objectives  and  philosophies  were  different. 

9.   Mitigating  Measures 

Page  139  -  The  statement  describes  management  techniques  and  measures 
rather  than  actual  mitigation. 

The  measures  presented  are  preventative  rather  than  compensating.   It 
appears  that  if  all  the  measures  discussed  were  put  into  practice, 
no  mitigation  would  be  necessary.   This,  of  course,  is  preferable. 
The  discussion  rather  tha  listing  the  measures,  should  merely 
state  that  no  mitigation  measures  are  expected  to  be  necessary. 

10.  Unavoidable  Adverse  Environmental  Impacts 

Page  143  -  The  first  three  items  shown  are  more  a  listing  of  restric- 
tions than  actual  impacts. 

The  statements  should  be  more  specific  and  describe  actual 
environmental  losses.   For  example:   The  loss  of  wildlife  habitat 
due  to  construction  of  various  facilities. 

11.  Irreversible  or  Irretrievable  Commitments 


Page  147  -  This  section  should  be  expanded  to  include  all  resource 
commitments  as  well  as  to  accept  permanancy  of  action. 

Although  individually  small,  the  effect  of  minor  resource  commitment 
can  be  cumulative  and  could  be  fairly  significant  in  total  effect. 
Thus,  the  construction  of  roads,  visitor  centers,  parking  areas, 
and  campsites  constitute  commitment  of  habitat  and  other  resources. 
The  last  statement  inferring  Congress  can  modify  or  reserve  the 
existence  of  the  unit  while  legally  accurate,  is  highly  unlikely. 
Actual  experience  has  shown  no  evidence  to  support  this  theory. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  FOREST  SERVICE 


In  passing  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971, 
Congress  gave  very  clear  attention  to  the  regional,  State, 
and  national  effects  of  the  Alaska  land  transfers  necessary 
to  provide  Native  claim  settlement,  to  meet  the  outstanding 
requirements  of  Alaskan  statehood,  and  to  provide  for  the 
continuing  administration  of  the  public  lands.  It  directed 
the  Secretary  to  withdraw  lands  for  the  Four  Systems  of 
National  Parks,  Forests,  Wildlife  Refuges,  and  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  after  other  factors  were  taken  into  account 
in  the  planning  process.  Congress  further  provided  for  the 
establishment  of  a  Joint  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  and 
the  orderly  implementation  of  the  planning  process  concerning 
areas  planned  and  best  suited  for  permanent  reservation  in 
Federal  ownership.  It  called  for  recommendations  to  insure 
that  economic  growth  and  development  was  planned  in  an  orderly 
and  compatible  way  with  State  and  national  environmental 
objectives  and  the  public  interest  in  public  lands,  parks, 
forests,  and  wildlife  refuges  in  Alaska,  as  well  as  the 
economic  and  social  well-being  of  the  Native  people  and  other 
residents  of  Alaska.  An  agreement  was  reached  with  the  State 
on  the  general  area  of  the  Four  Systems  proposals  more 
specifically  set  forth  here.  These  considerations  and  steps 
were  examined  and  implemented  prior  to  the  individual  develop- 
ment of  Federal  proposals  with  finite  boundary  lines  and 
acreage  limits.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts*  was 
recognized  also  during  the  development  of  the  environmental 
impact  statements  on  the  detailed  proposals.  The  cumulative 
aspects  of  each  proposal,  where  they  could  be  detected  with 
reasonable  assurance  of  significance,  are  noted  in  the 
evaluations  of  that  proposal.  Appropriate  analyses  in  the 
statements  are  developed  on  a  regional  basis  for  some  proposals 
and,  in  other  cases,  on  a  statewide  or  broader  basis.  It 
would  be  repetitive  to  undertake  an  additional  EIS  to  the  28 
already  completed. 

Anyone  wishing  to  ascertain  overall  effect  may  do  so  by  reading 
the  aggregate  impact  of  all  or  part  of  the  proposals  that 
would  be  involved  and  considering  them  the  same  as  the  sum  of 
the  impact  discussed  in  each  of  the  environmental  statements. 
The  statements  are  being  issued  and  are  available  on  the  basis 
of  sets  of  28.  Where  the  total  cumulative  impact  in  a  region 
or  the  State  appears  particularly  significant  in  relationship 
to  a  given  proposal,  the  subject  statements  involved  are  modified 
to  include  any  additional  impact  considerations  not  previously 
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described  among  the  analyses  involved.  It  is  the  considered 
opinion  of  the  Department  that  these  foregoing  actions  and 
the  statements  themselves,  taken  together,  do  constitute  a 
good  faith  effort  at  providing  a  fair  and  accurate  evaluation 
of  aggregate  or  cumulative  impact  on  major  regions,  the 
State,  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

2.  The  general  map,  prepared  for  distribution  with  the  final 
impact  statements,  shows  these  geographic  relationships. 

3.  The  sentence  following  the  one  quoted  indicates  the  type  of 
management  required  on  adjacent  Federal  lands.  It  is  assumed 
that  BLM  will  be  reasonable  in  developing  management  guidelines 
and  cooperative  agreements. 

4&11.    We  assume  this  comment  is  to  page  29  rather  than  49.  The  text 
has  been  corrected  to  indicate  limitation  on  the  State's 
authority.  Incidentally,  the  authority  to  designate  zones 
and  periods  when  hunting  would  not  be  permitted  is  granted  to 
the  Secretary  by  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

5.  The  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  text. 

6.  Comment  accepted  and  text  has  been  revised  accordingly. 

7.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  that  the  impact  could  be 
significant. 

8.  Comment  accepted  and  text  has  been  revised  accordingly. 

9.  It  is  assumed  that  the  conflict  is  with  the  statement  that  it 
is  anticipated  that  existing  water  quality  will  be  enhanced. 
We  believe  proper  implementation  of  the  State  water  quality 
standards  could  result  in  enhancement  of  water  quality. 

10.  Text  has  been  qualified  by  indicating  that  it  appears  unlikely 
any  timber  cutting  could  be  made  without  being  in  conflict. 

11.  See  the  response  to  comment  No.  4  above. 

12.  We  interpret  the  measures  presented  in  the  mitigating  discussion 
as  being  necessary  to  prevent  an  adverse  impact  as  well  as 
compensating.  We  believe  that  such  measures  are  similar  to 

the  recently  adopted  mining  regulations  developed  by  the  Forest 
Service  as  well  as  multiple  use  guide  materials. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


204  East  5th  Avenue,  Room  217,  Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 

July  19,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

The  twenty-eight  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  inclusion  of 
federally-owned  lands  into  four  national  systems  -  The  National  Parks, 
Forests,  Wildlife  Refuges,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  addressed  to  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Washington,  D.  C,  on  December  28,  1973,  were 
referred  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Anchorage,  Alaska,  for  review 
and  comment.  This  response  and  attached  specific  remarks  represent  all 
comments  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  the  twenty-one  statements 
requested  by  July  22,  1974. 

The  task  force  that  developed  the  proposals  and  environmental  impact 
statements  is  commended.  The  statements  represent  considerable  effort 
in  the  collection  of  available  basic  data  and  in  effective  presentation 
of  numerous  pertinent  facts.  The  following  general  comments  are  presented 
for  your  consideration.  We  suggest  that  they  be  reproduced  for  distribution 
with  the  specific  comments  which  are  attached. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


1.  Use  of  soils  information.  Soils  information  available  in  the 
form  of  published  soil  surveys  and  in  the  recently  completed  "Exploratory 
Soil  Survey",  which  is  being  prepared  for  publication  by  the  Soil  Conser- 
vation Service,  contains  specific  and  general  soils  information  which  would 
be  useful  in  evaluating  potential  land  uses.  The  National  Cooperative 
Soil  Survey  is  a  continuing  activity  between  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  University  of  Alaska,  and  other  state  and  federal  agencies.  More 
detailed  information  will  be  available  over  a  period  of  time  and  should  be 
used  in  developing  more  specific  plans  for  the  areas  under  consideration. 

2.  Alternative  land  uses.  The  range  of  choices  for  land  uses  on 
specific  areas  may  be  limited  because  of  climate,  soils,  and  topography. 
Where  such  choices  do  exist,  the  areas  should  be  analyzed  in  terms  of 
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tradeoffs  (benefits  foregone  and  benefits  realized)  under  various  poten- 
tial land  use  choices  and  combinations.  The  short-term  versus  long-term 
impacts  on  both  natural  environment  and  human  environmental  needs  from 
potential  uses  should  be  portrayed. 

3.  Options  for  future  use.  Even  if  archeological  values,  historic 
values,  unique  land  forms,  and  fish,  wildlife,  and  other  natural  environ- 
mental values  may  seem  of  highest  priority  at  the  present  time,  flexibility 
for  accommodating  different  compatible  uses  in  future  years  should  be  main- 
tained. Research,  experience,  and  needs  of  people  will  need  to  be  evaluated 
periodically  and  changes  in  land  use  priorities  considered.   It  appears  that 
only  those  systems  which  propose  multiple  use  can  provide  for  a  full  range 
of  agricultural  activities  should  it  be  determined  in  the  future  that  this 
is  the  highest  and  best  use  of  the  land. 

4.  Compatibility  with* land  use  plans.  Land  use  plans  for  the  State 
of  Alaska  are  at  an  early  development  stage.  A  master  plan  for  the  State 
may  be  years  away.  Use  of  one-fourth  of  the  land  in  the  State  for  wild- 
life areas,  national  forests,  national  parks,  and  scenic  rivers  may  be  well 
justified.  However,  the  exact  locations,  sizes,  and  distribution  of  such 
areas  should  be  compatible  with  and  a  part  of  the  overall  land  use  plan  for 
Alaska. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

C 


Weymeth  E.  Long 
State  Conservationist 

Attachments 

cc: 

Kenneth  E.  Grant,  Administrator,  SCS,  Washington,  D.C. 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (5  copies) 
USDA  Coordinator  of  Environmental  Activities 
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PROPOSED 

FORTYMILE  NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER  OF  THE  ALASKA  NATIVE  CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT  ACT  (ANCSA)  OF  1971  (35  STAT.  688]" 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 


Page  21  -  The  first  paragraph  states:  "The  type  and  extent  of  land  use 
controls  in  the  proposal  area  necessary  to  preserve  the 
existing  integrity  of  the  environment  would  be  determined  in 
the  preparation  of  the  master  plan.  ..."  We  suggest  that  a 
soil  survey  (the  recently  completed  Exploratory  Soil  Survey  of 
Alaska,  or  preferably  a  more  intensive  reconnaissance  soil 
survey)  with  interpretations  of  the  soils  capabilities  and 
limitations  should  be  part  of  the  base-line  data  used  in 
planning. 

Page  37  -  First  paragraph.  We  suggest,  before  wild  river  status  is 

decided,  that  road  site  suitability  and  environmental  impacts 
of  the  proposed  and  alternative  road  locations  be  assessed  and 
compared. 

Page  41  -  First  paragraph,  last  sentence  states:  "The  Yukon  Flats,  the 
principal  marshy  lowland  in  Interior  Alaska  is  located  some 
200  miles  to  the  northwest  of  the  Fortymile  River."  This 
reference  to  the  Yukon  Flats  as  a  marshy  lowland  is  misleading, 
for  much  of  the  area  is  well  drained. 

Page  93  -  Fourth  paragraph,  last  sentence  states:  "Because  the  Upper 
Yukon  River  is  a  northward  extension  of  the  Great  Plains  and 
also  is  on  the  fringe  of  Coastal  areas,  there  is  a  mixture  of 
birdlife  in  the  Fortymile  River  basin  not  typical  of  Interior 
Alaska."  The  reference  to  the  "Great  Plains"  is  not  clear. 

Page  126  -  "AIR",  last  three  lines  states:  "The  proposal  may  regulate 

aircraft  landings  and  contemplates  improvement  of  the  airstrip 
at  Joseph  -  overall  impact  on  air  transportation  is  considered 
slight."  In  this  regard,  it  is  planned  that  there  will  be 
expansion  of  the  present  Cooperative  Snow  Survey  program  in 
Alaska.  Snow  surveys  provide  flood  hazard  and  water  supplies 
forecasts.  It  is  important  that  (1)  landing  access  be  permittee 
for  the  conduct  of  snow  surveys,  and  (2)  sensing  devices  and 
radio  telemetry  equipment  installation  be  permitted  at  certain 
mutually  satisfactory  locations. 


NOTE:  The  general  comments  furnished  with  the  cover  letter  are  appl 
to  this  proposal  and  should  accompany  these  specific  comments 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


1&3.    We  agree  and  believe  that  normal  master  planning  would 

recognize  soils  capabilities.  This  is  recognized  later  in 
the  text  where  it  stated  that  the  ecological  capacity  of  the 
resource  would  be  determined.  This  would  require  soil 
reconnaissance  and  determination  of  soils  capability. 

2.  Based  on  available  soils  information,  we  believe  that  there 
is  no  major  conflict  between  this  proposal  and  potential  soil 
suitability  for  agricultural  use. 

3.  See  response  to  comment  No.  1  above. 

4.  Insufficient  information  is  available  in  alternative  highway 
locations  to  assess  the  environmental  impacts;  however,  the 
statement  has  been  revised  under  Impact  on  Transportation  to 
show  that  rerouting  may  cause  increased  construction  cost  and 
additional  distance  and  travel  time  by  the  highway  user. 

5.  "Marshy"  deleted  as  descriptive  of  the  lowland  area. 

6.  The  area  is  considered  an  extension  of  the  Great  Plains 
Physiographic  Province. 

7.  Section  I,  Administration  -  Management,  provides  for  development 
of  regulations  to  control  certain  vehicles  including  aircraft. 
Such  regulations  will  be  developed  cooperatively  with  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies,  and  user  groups. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science  and  Technoloqv 

Washington,  D.C.    20230 


July  17,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  "Proposed 
Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  Alaska,"  has 
been  received  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  review 
and  comment . 

The  statement  has  been  reviewed  and  the  following  comments 
are  offered  for  your  consideration. 


Summary 

1.   An  overall  environmental  impact  statement  is  required 
covering  the  cumulative  impact  of  all  28  proposed  with- 
drawals.  Section  1500.6(d)(1)  of  the  Council  on  Environ- 
mental Quality  Guidelines  states:   "Agencies  should  give 
careful  attention  to  identifying  and  defining  the  purpose 
and  scope  of  the  action  which  would  most  appropriately 
serve  as  the  subject  of  the  statement.   In  many  cases, 
broad  program  statements  will  be  required  in  order  to 
assess  the  environmental  effects  of  a  number  of  individual 
actions  on  a  given  geographical  area."  This  is  one 
Federal  action  -  not  28  -  and  the  impact  is  aggregate. 
Particular  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  the  benefits  of 
environmental  protection  versus  the  costs  to  other  national 
goals  such  as  "Project  Independence"  with  its  heavy  reliance 
on  Alaskan  petroleum.   Consideration  should  be  given  to  the 
effect  of  reduced  domestic  minerals  supply  on  the  overall 
economy  in  light  of  Secretary  Morton's  Foreword  to  his  1973 
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report  to  the  Congress  under  the  Mining  and  Minerals 
Policy  Act  where  he  stated  that  "...  energy  and  minerals 
are  the  lifeblood  of  our  industrial  economy  ..."  and 
".  .  .  development  of  our  domestic  resources  is  not  keeping 
pace  with  our  needs  .  .  .  .  " 

2.  The  28  draft  environmental  impact  statements  do  not 
fulfill  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requirements 
as  set  out  in  the  decision  of  the  D.C.  Circuit  Court  in  the 
Calvert  Cliffs  case  construing  the  requirements  of  Section 
102(2)  (C)  to  include  an  economic  and  environmental  cost/ 
benefit  analysis. 

Page  27  of  the  decision  reads  as  follows:   "in  each  individual 
case,  the  particular  economic  and  technical  benefits  of 
planned  action  must  be  assessed  and  then  weighed  against  the 
environmental  costs  .  .  .  ."  The  decision  clearly  calls  for 
cost/benefit  analyses  which  are  not  contained  in  the  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  in  even  rudimentary  form. 

3.  Section  1500.2(b)(3)  of  the  CEQ  Guidelines  states  that: 
"in  particular,  agencies  should  use  the  environmental  impact 
statement  process  to  explore  alternative  actions  that  will 
minimize  adverse  impacts  and  to  evaluate  both  the  long-  and 
short-range  implications  of  proposed  actions  to  man,  his 
physical  and  social  surroundings,  and  to  nature."  Considera- 
tion of  man's  social  (economic)  surroundings  are  completely 
deficient  in  the  28  statements. 

4.  Section  1500.8(a)(1)  of  the  CEQ  Guidelines  requires  that: 
"The  interrelationships  and  cumulative  environmental  impacts 
of  the  proposed  action  and  other  related  Federal  projects 
shall  be  presented  in  the  statement."  The  28  statements,  on 
the  contrary,  completely  disaggregate  all  impacts,  social  and 
environmental . 


5.   Section  1500.8(a)(2)  of  the  CEQ  Guidelines  specifically 
requires  impact  statements  to  cover  "the  relationship  of  the 
proposed  action  to  land  use  plans,  policies  and  controls  for 
the  affected  area.   This  requires  a  discussion  of  how  the 
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proposed  action  may  conform  or  conflict  with  the  objectives 
and  specific  terms  of  approved  or  proposed  Federal,  State 
and  local  land  use  plans,  policies  and  controls."  The  draft 
statements  do  not  discuss  the  recommendations  of  the  Federal- 
State  Land  Use  Policy  Commission,  nor  do  they  make  any 
evaluation  of  the  impact  on  the  State  of  Alaska  transporta- 
tion plan.   The  responsibilities  of  the  State  and  the 
Department  of  Commerce  under  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act  of  1972  (P.L.  92-583)  should  also  be  considered  in  the 
statement. 

6.   Section  1500.8(c)  of  the  CEQ  Guidelines  requires  each 
statement  "be  prepared  in  accordance  with  Section  102(2) (A) 
of  the  Act  that  all  agencies  of  the  Federal  government 
'utilize  a  systematic  interdisciplinary  approach  which  will 
insure  the  integrated  use  of  the  natural  and  social  sciences 
and  the  environmental  arts  in  planning  and  decision  making 
which  may  have  an  impact  on  man's  environment.'"  Social 
science  (economic)  input,  essential  to  balancing  the  needs 
of  man's  environment  against  the  environmental  needs  of 
flora  and  fauna,  is  not  apparent  in  the  statements. 

General  Conments 

The  aggregate  "Four  Systems"  acreage  is  included  in  28 
separate  proposals  as  follows:   11  additions  to  National 
Park  Service  areas,  32.2  million  acres;  9  additions  to  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuges,  31.5  million  acres;  4  additions 
to  National  Forest  areas,  18.8  million  acres;  and  4  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  areas  proposals,  totalling  approximately 
1  million  acres. 

If  these  proposals  are  realized,  Alaska  will  contain  nearly 
85  percent  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  61.5  percent 
of  the  National  Park  lands  and  16  percent  of  the  National 
Forests  as  its  portion  of  the  total  U.S.  areas  for  the 
reserves.   The  distribution  of  the  proposal  areas  will, 
furthermore,  become  a  serious  obstacle  to  further  resource 
and  economic  development  in  the  State 
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Taken  independently,  most  of  the  proposals  are  excessively 
large  for  single  use  designation.   When  taken  as  a  group, 
and  in  addition  to  other  existing  excessively  large, 
single-use  Federal  land  withdrawals  in  Alaska,  the  combined 
pattern  interdicts  a  much  greater  area  by  restricting  use 
and  access.   When  the  areas  are  also  combined  with  another 
classification  introduced  in  the  proposals  (areas  of 
environmental  concern,  to  be  managed  in  a  manner  complementar 
to  the  initial  proposal  area) ,  the  total  exceeds  twice  the 
stated  withdrawal  area.   The  restrictive  areas  include 
resource-rich  but  undeveloped  areas  which  could  be  supporting 
prosperous  regional  economies  as  well  as  contributing 
essential  raw  materials  to  the  gross  national  product. 

Alaska's  contribution  to  the  national  prosperity  is 
currently  limited  by  surface  transportation  and  land 
classification  problems »   The  proposals  will  compound 
these  problems.   Meanwhile,  a  recent  set  of  figures 
states  that  for  every  Federal  dollar  collected  in  Alaska, 
23  are  spent  in  the  State.   This  is  far  from  a  contributory 
position  and  raises  questions  of  how  withdrawals  can  be 
justified  which  perpetuate  this  economic  dependency. 

At  the  time  of  enactment  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settle- 
ment, Act,  less  than  0.5  percent  of  Alaska  was  in  private 
ownership.   With  full  selection  by  the  Native  corporations 
and  individual  Natives,  10.7  percent  of  Alaskan  land  will 
be  in  corporate  or  private  Native  ownerships.   State 
selections  entitled  under  the  Alaska  Statehood  Act  should 
eventually  reach  27.4  percent  of  the  land  area.   This  land 
currently  stands  at  9.7  million  acres  patented  and  4.3 
million  acres  tentatively  approved „   Patenting  of  Native 
lands  has  just  begun. 

The  approach  taken  in  preparation  of  the  individual  statements 
ignores  the  cumulative  effect  of  its  impact  in  addition  to 
each  of  the  other  proposals  and  existing  withdrawals.   Each 
discussion,  furthermore,  approaches  its  area  with  single  or 
limited  resource  purpose  as  its  objective,  and  with  a  purely 
agency  oriented  interest.   Assumptions  far  outnumber  facts 
in  discussions  of  alternatives,  and  these  assumptions 
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commonly  apply  only  if  the  subject  area  were  the  single 
representative  of  its  category. 

The  cumulative  result  will  be  more  serious,  as  noted.   The 
effect  would  not  only  cripple  Alaskan  economic  development, 
but  would  also  restrict  the  growth  of  the  national  economy 
by  withholding  sorely  needed  mineral  raw  materials  from 
development.   Present  estimates  are  that  Alaska  can  provide 
a  continuing  supply  of  mineral  products  on  an  orderly  basis 
using  only  0.3  percent  of  the  surface  area  provided  most  of 
the  required  0.3  percent  is  not  locked  up  in  single  purpose 
withdrawals. 

Some  long-term  environmental  interests  are  ignored.   These 
vast  areas  of  scenery  and  wildlife  habitat  are  restricted 
to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  a  handful  of  those  physically 
or  financially  able  to  enter  the  undeveloped  wilderness. 
The  great  majority  of  people  can  only  receive  their 
impressions  from  the  records  and  writings  of  the  privileged 
few. 

The  28  draft  environmental  statements  are  completely  descrip- 
tive with  little  or  no  analysis.   In  all  but  the  four  National 
Forest  additions,  they  use  the  argument  that  preservation  is 
necessary  for  preservation's  sake.   Neither  alternative  uses 
nor  the  multiple  use  concept  are  weighed.   Cost/benefit 
relationships  are  not  attempted. 

Specific  Objections 

Section  17(d)(2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 
directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  withdraw  "up  to, 
but  not  to  exceed,  eighty  million  acres."  The  "Four  Systems" 
proposals  total  83.5  million  acres.   In  addition,  most  of  the 
impact  statements  define  "areas  of  ecological  concern" 
surrounding  the  proposed  withdrawals.   These  areas  appear  to 
have  no  legislative  authorization,  are  given  no  convincing 
rationale  and  further  confuse  an  already  complex  land  use 
policy  issue. 

The  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission,  estab- 
lished by  Section  17  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act,  made  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
in  July  1973,  regarding  areas  to  be  withdrawn  and  under  what 
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conditions.   These  recommendations  have  been  substantially 
ignored;  particularly  the  multiple  use  management  concept 
and  the  recommendations  that  specific  language  providing 
for  continuation  of  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing  be 
included  in  all  withdrawal  actions.   Many  of  the  withdrawals 
are  far  too  excessive  for  the  stated  purpose.   Mineral  and 
petroleum  evaluations  on  the  withdrawals  are  minimal  and 
go  largely  on  the  basis  that  if  it  has  not  been  mined  or 
drilled,  it  probably  is  not  there.   Even  on  this  basis, 
significant  resources  are  shown  for  many  of  the  withdrawals. 
More  information  on  which  to  base  a  legitimate  cost/benefit 
relationship  exists  in: 

a.  U.S.G.S.  Bulletins  Number  1246,  1374,  1242-B 

b.  Reports  soon  to  be  printed  by  the  Federal-State 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission 

c.  Extant  information  from  the  Division  of 
Geological  and  Geophysical  Surveys,  Department 
of  Natural  Resources,  State  of  Alaska.   Open 
File  Report  Number  44  is  particularly  applicable 
to  petroleum  resources. 

d.  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
Report,  Mineral  and  Water  Resources  of  Alaska, 
1964. 

While  hard  information  on  mineral  and  petroleum  deposits  is 
generally  scanty,  indicators  are  not  and  our  information  is 
that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  (Park  Service  and  Bureau 
of  Land  Management)  may  be  inhibiting  State,  Native  and  even 
Federal  (U.S.G.S.)  attempts  to  further  quantify  deposits  in 
the  withdrawal  areas. 

The  proposed  withdrawals  would  seriously  restrict  proposed 
transportation  corridors  to  the  detriment  of  a  viable  trans- 
portation infrastructure  of  the  State.   In  June  1973,  the 
Alaskan  Highway  Department  prepared  a  map  showing  proposed 
transportation  system  extensions  plotted  against  extant  and 
"Four  Systems"  Federal  withdrawals.   While  the  proposed 
corridors  have  been  modified  somewhat  in  the  interim  and 
the  proposed  withdrawals  plotted  at  the  same  time  have  been 
significantly  expanded,  the  map  graphically  illustrates  the 
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problem.   While  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  makes 
mention  of  this  problem  in  his  letter  of  December  17, 
1973,  transmitting  the  "Four  Systems"  Bill  to  the  Senate, 
it  is  not  provided  for  in  the  legislation  itself.   Without 
specific  provision,  any  attempt  by  the  Secretary  to  allow 
a  transportation  corridor  through  withdrawal  areas  would 
come  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  with 
ensuing  "quality  of  life  review"  and  possible  court 
actions  such  as  was  faced  by  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipelines. 

With  the  exception  of  the  cities  of  Anchorage  and  Juneau, 
Alaska  as  a  whole  is  classified  by  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration  as  a  depressed  area.  No  indications 
of  aggregated  economic  impact  are  supplied.   Local  economic 
impacts  are  mentioned  only  in  passing  and  then  frequently 
play  up  visionary  benefits  from  tourist  dollars  and 
employment  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Economic  Potential 

The  environmental  impact  statement  should  consider  the 
economic  potential  of  the  area.   This  would  consist 
principally  of  resource  development,  the  qualitative 
importance  of  which  is  recognized  but  the  quantitative 
significance  of  which  is  inadequately  assessed.   The 
environmental  statement  should  address  the  question:   How 
essential  are  the  available  resources  for  national  economic 
needs  and  well-being?   Thus,  the  environmental  impact 
statement  should  go  beyond  citing  the  existence  of  potential 
mineral  resources.   It  should  report  on  the  potential 
contribution  of  mineral  resources  to  national  needs  in 
terms  of  volume,  volume  relative  to  total  national  produc- 
tion and  imports,  and  value.   It  is  essential  to  know 
whether  there  is  an  actual  or  anticipated  need  for  these 
minerals  and  whether  these  resources  can  be  tapped  readily „ 
These  considerations  need  also  to  be  addressed  with  respect 
to  timber  and  other  resources  within  the  area. 

The  potential  development  of  mineral  and  other  resources 
will  set  in  motion  forces  that  will  alter  the  income  and 
employment  prospects  of  the  area.   Therefore,  the  potential 
gains  in  income  and  employment  need  to  be  assessed, 
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quantitatively  to  the  extent  possible.   In  the  event  that 
potential  mineral  development  is  precluded  by  the  use  of 
the  land  for  other  purposes,  the  income  and  employment 
foregone  should  be  included  as  a  cost. 

The  process  of  resource  development  and  income  generation 
requires  both  capital  and  manpower  resources.   Capital  may 
be  obtained  from  within  the  State  by  being  diverted  from 
other  uses  (opportunities  foregone  should  be  noted)  or 
capital  may  be  obtained  from  outside  the  State.   With 
respect  to  manpower,  a  full  discussion  is  necessary  of  the 
area's  (and  the  State's)  manpower  resources  to  meet  the 
growth  potential.   This  necessitates  an  examination  of 
prospective  population  growth,  both  natural  and  through 
migration. 

Potential  development  of  the  area's  resources  will  mean 
community  development  in  the  form  of  transportation  facili- 
ties, structures  (schools,  etc.),  and  other  infrastructures. 
Since  these  entail  both  benefits  and  costs,  the  net  benefits 
or  costs  should  be  ascertained. 


Costs  Associated  with  the  Development  of  Economic  Potential 

Set  against  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  development  of 
the  area's  resources  are  the  costs  of  doing  so„ 

The  environmental  impact  statement  should  discuss  in  concrete 
terms  how  much  environmental  protection  would  be  lost  by 
resource  development  --in  terms,  for  example,  of  land  area 
displaced,  wildlife  killed  or  displaced,  and  vegetation 
destroyed.   Whenever  possible,  quantitative  estimates  of 
the  costs  should  be  included. 


The  environmental  statement  should  also  evaluate  how  much 
control  over  environmental  preservation  would  be  lost  if 
resource  development  should  take  place  in  the  area. 

Environmental  Protection 

The  environmental  impact  statement  should  document  how 
essential  environmental  preservation  of  the  area  is  and 
will  be  to  the  Nation's  needs  and  well-being  in  terms, 
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for  example,  of  the  preservation  of  wildlife,  preserva- 
tion of  vegetation,  and  preservation  of  the  culture  of 
the  area's  inhabitants.   This  part  is  emphasized  in  the 
environmental  impact  statement,  but  it  is  not  balanced 
against  considerations  relating  to  economic  potential. 

The  environmental  impact  statement  should  then  consider, 
if  the  environment  is  preserved,  what  derivative  benefits 
accrue,  for  example,  through  tourism  and  recreation.   To 
say  that  tourism  will  be  fostered  is  not  enough.   The 
gains  from  tourism  need  to  be  measured  against  the  losses 
from  other  economic  activities  that  are  foregone. 

Costs  Associated  with  Environmental  Protection 

The  question  must  be  asked:   How  much  economic  potential 
would  be  lost  by  environmental  preservation?  The  answer 
would  be  derived  from  the  estimates  of  development 
potential  that  is  available  and  would  not  be  exploited 
because  of  the  setting  aside  of  lands. 

The  environmental  statement  should  also  present  an  evalua- 
tion of  how  much  control  over  potential  economic  development 
would  be  lost  as  a  result  of  environmental  preservation 
measures.,   One  aspect  of  this  question  that  must  be 
addressed  is  the  interrelationship  between  preserved  areas. 
The  environmental  impact  statement  cannot  be  considered  in 
isolation;  it  must  take  account  of  the  economic  effects 
that  may  arise  from  environmental  preservation  covering 
a  broader  land  area.   The  environmental  statement  should 
address  the  question:   How  much  of  the  State's  economic 
potential  will  be  shut  off  from  use  if  this  and  other 
protected  areas  are  established. 

The  framework  suggested  above  would  not  militate  against 
economic  development  or  environmental  protection.   It 
would  place  each  of  these  objectives  in  a  more  balanced 
perspective 
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Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  provide  these 
comments  which  we  hope  will  be  of  assistance  to  you.   We 
would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  the  final  statement, 

Sincerely, 

Sidney  R.  balder  *''"'* 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Environmental  Affairs 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 


The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  No.  1  to  the  comments  from  the 
Forest  Service. 


2.    By  directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  withdraw  up  to 

80  million  acres  of  land  as  units  of  the  Four  National  Systems, 
Congress  recognized  the  desirability  of  providing  environmental 
protection  and  management  for  some  of  the  natural  resources  in 
Alaska  under  recognized  and  existing  national  management 
systems;  systems  with  a  spectrum  of  differing  objectives  and 
emphasis  in  their  management,  not  all  economically  oriented 
or  subject  to  the  quantification  of  cost-benefit  analysis 
techniques . 

This  does  not  mean  that  Congress  failed  to  consider  environmental 
costs  and  environmental  benefits  or  even  economic  costs  and 
economic  gains.  It  clearly  did  recognize  and  consider  them  in 
the  review  and  planning  procedures  established  in  the  Act,  and 
in  the  differing  objectives  to  be  met  by  the  Act's  implementa- 
tion. Neither  does  it  mean  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
failed  to  consider  economic  or  environmental  benefits  and  costs 
in  the  planning  process  for  these  proposals  in  response  to 
Congress'  mandate.  It  is  true  that  the  environmental  statement 
does  not  contain  a  traditional  quantitative  benefit/cost  ratio 
of  the  type  referred  to  in  the  comment,  for  very  good  reasons; 
but  it  is  not  correct,  as  implied,  that  the  planning  process 
did  not  consider  economic  as  well  as  environmental  implications 
in  advancing  the  proposals. 

Thus,  the  Department's  planning  and  decision  process  is  consistent 
with  the  Calvert  Cliffs  decision  which  indicated  that  NEPA 

requires  that  " the  particular  economic  and  technical  benefits 

of  planned  action  must  be  assessed  and  then  weighed  against 

environmental  cost "  Calvert  Cliff's  Coordinative  Comm'n, 

Inc.,  V.  United  States  Atomic  Energy  Comm'n,  449  F.  2d  1109, 
1123  (D.C.  Cir.  1971) . 

Moreover,  the  Department  has  complied  with  that  section  of  the 

CEQ  Guidelines  which  states :   " in  each  case  the  analysis 

should  be  sufficiently  detailed  to  reveal  the  agency's  compara- 
tive evaluation  of  the  environmental  (emphasis  supplied)  benefits, 
costs,  and  risks  of  the  proposed  action  and  each  reasonable 
alternative."   (CEQ  Guidelines,  August  1973,  FTC  Vol.  38,  No.  147.) 
This  portrayal  of  the  environmental  benefits,  risks,  and  costs 
is  undertaken  in  these  statements,  though  not  in  quantified  form. 
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Each  proposal  and  alternative  attempts  to  determine  as 
completely  as  possible  with  the  available  information,  the 
identify  and  scope,  trend  or  tendency,  and  size  or  relative 
significance  of  any  significant  environmental  costs  or 
environmental  benefits  inherent  in  the  particular  action  or 
alternative.  Where  risks  and  uncertainties  are  involved, 
they  too  are  noted.  The  nature  of  the  actions  and  the 
frequent  lack  of  data  involved  in  the  different  subject  areas 
do  not  always  allow  quantitative  presentation,  but  it  is 
undertaken  qualitatively  so  that  objective  description  is 
provided  the  reader,  and  comparison  is  made  possible. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  does 
not  habitually  prepare  economic  cost-benefit  analyses  of  land 
and  recreation  resource  actions,  land  transfers,  or  land 
classification  actions.  This  is  true  for  the  economic  and 
technical  reason  that  many  aspects  of  such  actions  deal  with 
the  concept  of  "public  goods."  Public  goods  not  traded  in  the 
marketplace  frequently  deal  with  aesthetic  and  other 
intangible  environmental  values  not  subject  to  readily  agreed 
upon  or  rigorously  disciplined  systems  of  marketplace 
evaluation  and  quantification.  Further,  the  incomplete 
evaluative  nature  of  the  economic  benefit-cost  ratio  as  a 
decisionmaking  tool  has  been  widely  recognized  even  where  it 
is  used. 

3.  We  believe  that  Section  VT  adequately  discusses  the  relationship 
between  short-term  use  of  the  environment  and  long-term 
productivity . 

4.  Section  I,  Interrelationship  with  Other  Projects  and  Jurisdictions, 
has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  fact  that  the  Federal-State  Land 
Use  Planning  Commission's  August  2,  1973,  report  made  no 
recommendations  concerning  the  wild  river  proposals  and  to 
recognize  the  transportation  corridor  studies  underway. 

5.  The  Fortymile  River  proposal  does  not  include  "Areas  of 
Ecological  Concern." 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

OFFICE  OF  TIC  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.    20314 


REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OFl 


DAEN-CWP-W  30  July  1974 

Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 

addressing  the  Fortymile  proposal 

.,   _.   ,   „  has  been  reproduced. 

Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem  r 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.  C.   20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  is  in  further  response  to  your  letter  of  28  December  1973  to  the 
Executive  Director  of  Civil  Works,  Chief  of  Engineers,  concerning  the 
Draft  Environmental  Statements  in  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  of  1971.   In  my  letter  of  15  February  1974  to  you,  I 
indicated  that:   (1)  the  proposals  contained  in  the  seven  Draft  Environ- 
mental Statements  for  which  the  review  period  ended  20  February  1974  did 
not  adversely  affect  the  water  resources  development  program  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers;  and  (2)  that  comments  of  a  substantive  nature  would  be 
furnished  you  on  one  or  more  of  the  remaining  proposals. 

The  State  of  Alaska  is  dependent  upon  its  many  waterways  for  transportation 
and  communication.   These  waterways  not  only  form  a  vital  part  of  the 
existing  socio-economic  welfare  of  the  people  but  also  are  necessary  to 
future  development  of  the  State's  resources.   The  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
not  made  a  detailed  study  of  the  Alaska  waterways  for  navigability 
classification.   Thus,  we  cannot  specifically  comment  on  each  proposal 
as  to  its  exact  effect  on  navigable  waterways.  While  many  of  the  land 
withdrawals  will  curtail  natural  resource  development  within  the  proposal 
area,  the  potential  will  still  exist  for  resource  development  to  take 
place  upriver  of  the  protected  area.   This  resource  development,  in  most 
cases,  will  be  contingent  upon  an  efficient  means  of  import  and  export 
transportation;  i.e.,  river  traffic.  Thus,  future  development  may  require 
river  traffic  through  the  proposal  areas.  Most  of  the  proposals  indicate 
that  regulations  may  be  imposed  for  commercial  and  recreational  use  of 
waterways  affected.   Thus,  it  appears  that  these  proposals  will  have  a 
future  impact  on  river  navigation  development  and  use  when  resource 
development  occurs. 
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The  1969  Federal  Power  Survey  assessed  the  potential  of  hydropower  in  the 
State  of  Alaska.   It  is  quite  apparent  that  the  proposed  land  withdrawals 
will  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  upon  further  hydropower  develop- 
ment in  Alaska.   Inclosure  1  is  a  listing  of  proposals  and  hydro  projects 
affected.   Inclosure  2  is  an  analysis  of  the  effect  on  hydropower.   The 
first  category  tabulation  shows  11  sites  would  be  completely  eliminated 
from  further  hydropower  consideration  due  to  complete  overlap  of  withdrawal 
areas  on  potential  dam  and  reservoir  locations.   These  11  potential 
projects  total  approximately  39  percent  of  the  listed  hydropower  potential 
as  appraised  by  FPC.   It  should  be  noted  that  over  half  of  this  39  percent 
is  attributed  to  one  project,  Rampart  Canyon.  An  additional  eight  sites, 
Category  2,  or  36  percent  of  FPC  total  hydropower  potential  would  be 
affected  to  the  extent  that  the  projects  would  possibly  need  to  be 
rescoped  in  size  or  location.   It  should  be  recognized  that  future 
detailed  studies  may  find  a  large  number  of  these  projects  not  compatible 
with  the  proposed  land  use.   Category  3  lists  two  sites  as  being  above 
withdrawal  proposals  and  hence  would  have  downstream  effects  on  proposed 
withdrawals  and  would  involve  about  1.2  percent  of  the  listed  hydropower 
potential.   In  summary,  a  total  of  about  76  percent  o,f  the  potential 
hydropower  projects  in  Alaska  will  be  directly  or  indirectly  affected  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior's  proposals.   Impacts  on  existing  and 
potential  transmission  line  routes  were  not  evaluated. 

Of  primary  concern  to  us  is  the  major  adverse  impact  proposed  land  with- 
drawals will  have  on  the  State  of  Alaska's  future  potential  energy 
resources.   Outright  elimination  of  39  percent  of  the  State's  hydro 
potential,  coupled  with  an  unknown  impact  on  an  additional  36  percent  of 
this  resource  could  greatly  constrain  available  options,  and  result  in 
consumption  of  large  amounts  of  rapidly  diminishing  non-renewable  energy 
resources,  and  could  adversely  affect  the  social,  economic,  and  environ- 
mental welfare  of  the  State  of  Alaska.  We  believe  that  further  studies 
should  be  made  to  properly  evaluate  the  magnitude  of  the  trade-offs  and 
losses  in  preserving  one  resource  for  another.   Therefore ,  on  this  basis, 
we  recommend  that  the  21  proposed  land  withdrawals  not  be  made  at  this 
time . 

Sincerely, 


2  Incl  ^J.  W., 

As  stated  Major  General,  USA 

Director  of  Civil  Works 


Otfcy 
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blS   73-102     YUKON  FLATS  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 
(2!)   Porcupine 

(22)  Woodchcpper 
(76)   Yukon  Jaiya 

(20)   Rampart 

DES  73-95     ILI/v'„'JA  NATIONAL  RESOURCES  RANGE 

(26)  Lake  Ilianina 

(27)  Tazimina 

(28)  Ingersol  (Lackbuna  Lake) 

(29)  Kukaklek 

DES  73-93     NOATAK  NATIOiiAL  ARCTIC  RANGE  (NOATAK  NATIONAL  ECOLOGICAL  RANGE) 
Throe  potential  hydro-electric  sites— one  name  given 

(I)  Agashashok 

DES  73-109    FORTYMILt  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER  , 

(23)  F-jrtymiTe 

Di'S  73-110    UNALAKLEET  NATIONAL  MILD  RIVER 

No  listed  sites  affected  by  main  proposal 

DES  73-103     PORCUPINE  NATIONAL  FOREST 
(20)     Rampart. 
(2'i)     Porcupine 
(22)     Woodchopper 
(7c,)     Yukon-Taiya 

DES  73-105    YUKON  KUSKOKWIM  NATIONAL  FOREST 
(6)      Holy  Cross 

(II)  Ruby 

(24)  Crooked  Creek 

*.  J. 

SUMMARY       Twenty-one  (£l)  listed  F?C  sites  affected  of  listed  76  total 
for  state  of  Alaska.  Affects  — Yukon  River,  Kuskokv.im  River, 
Naknek  River,  Noatal  River,  Porcupine  River,  and  others. 

LEGEND       (  .)  Denotes  FPC  site  number 
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CATEGORY- 1 


IF  PROPOSAL.  GOES  THROUGH  THE  FOLLOWING  PROJECTS  WOULD  HE  COMPLETELY 

ELIMINATED. 

Data  compiled  from  1969  Federal  Power  Commission  study  &  DES's 


SITE  KWH  x  106 


723 

12,300 

6,400 

9,400 

473 

1,070 

630 

179 

232 

1,370 

34,200 

3 

TOTAL  11  Sites  for  66,977 


%  of  FPC  listed  Firm  Energy  66,977  =  39.0% 

171,840 


23 

Forty  Mile 

6 

Holy  Cross 

11 

Ruby 

24 

Crooked  Creek 

30 

Naknek 

7 

Dubl  i 

28 

Ingersol 

31 

Crescent  Lake 

29 

Kukaklek 

26 

Lake  Iliamna 

o\ 

20 

Rampart    U 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


1.    Section  II,  Water  Resource  Development,  and  Section  III, 
Impact  on  Water  Resource  Development  and  Use,  discuss  the 
Fortymile  hydroelectric  site  and  indicate  that  its 
potential  for  development  would  be  foregone  if  Congress 
establishes  the  proposed  wild  river.  However,  we  would 
like  to  point  out  that  the  Fortymile  hydroelectric  site, 
which  represents  only  0.4  percent  of  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  listed  firm  energy  for  Alaska,  is  not  an 
authorized  Federal  project;  nor  is  it,  we  understand, 
approved  for  study. 
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HEADQUARTERS,  ALASKAN  COMMAND 


APO  SEATTLE      98742 


Mr.  Theodor  M.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  DC  2  024  0 


10  JUL  ig74 


Dear  Mr.  Swem, 

Reference  Department  of  the  Interior  letter,  serial 
2650(911),  dated  16  January  1974,  and  subsequent 
press  releases  extending  the  deadline  for  comment 
to  22  July  1974. 

Comments  pertaining  to  21  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  are  presented  below.   Our  comments 
for  the  remaining  seven  areas  were  furnished  to  your 
office  by  our  letter  of  19  February  1974.   It  is 
assumed  the  maps  shown  in  the  published  proposals 
accurately  depict  the  areas  under  consideration. 
Copies  of  these  maps  are  attached  in  Attachments  1 
and  2.   Changes  in  the  area  boundaries  will  require 
review  to  update  our  comments . 

The  following  comments  pertain  to  all  28  of  the  areas. 
The  enacting  legislation  should: 

a.  Allow  the  yearly  resupply  of  Air  Force  instal- 
lations by  Cool  Barge  (sealift  barge)  and  commercial 
barges  by  coastal  and  inland  waterways  as  scheduled 
without  change  of  route  or  docking  area  unless  agreed 
to  otherwise  by  both  government  agencies. 

b.  Provide  authorization  to  operate  military 
controlled  aircraft  below  1,000  feet  altitude  when 
required  for  emergency/rescue  operations,  and  for  FAA 
agreed  low-level  training  routes. 

c.  Provide  for  the  removal  of  all  land  use  restric-l 
tions  during  a  national  emergency. 

More  detailed  comments  are  presented  for  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statements  73-84,  Katmai  National  Park; 
73-101,  Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge;  73-100, 
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Togiak  National  Wildlife   Refuge;    73-96,    Iliamna  National 
Resource    Range;    73-103,    Porcupine   National   Forest;    and 
73-105,    Yukon-Kuskokwim  National   Forest   in  Attachment    2. 

Sincerely, 


tZA^f 


MAURICE  L.  CLOU: 
Colonfcl,  USA 
Secretary 


4*V 


2  Atch 

1.  Maps  of  Areas  (14) 

2.  Additional  Comments  on 
6  Specific  Areas 
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Proposal  Boundary 


-.  »I*  m  mil** 


I 


O" 


!  '    RTY  I  IILE  MA  riCNAT.  WILD  RIVER 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
HEADQUARTERS,  ALASKAN  COMMAND 


1.  Establishment  of  the  wild  river  area  would  not  preclude  river 
navigation  for  resupply  of  military  installations,  low  level 
flight  for  emergency  or  rescue  missions,  or  removal  of  land  use 
restrictions  during  a  national  emergency. 

2.  There  is  no  intent  to  assume  the  rights,  authorities,  or 
responsibilities  of  other  Federal  agencies  except  as  provided 
in  the  proposal.  Specific  agreements  would  have  to  be  worked 
out  between  responsible  agencies  and  the  managing  agency  to 
establish  flight  levels,  periods  of  restriction,  etc. 

3.  We  recognize  national  defense  needs  and  believe  they  should  be 
considered  in  the  agreements  identified  in  response  No.  2 
above. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF   HEALTH.   EDUCATION.   AND   WELFARE 

REGION    X 

ARCADE    PLAZA    DUILDING 

1321    SECOND    AVENUE 

SEATTLE.    WASHINGTON    98101 


July  15,   1974 


OFFICE    OF    THE     REGIONAL    DIRECTOR 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman ,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  28  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements 
prepared  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  the  disposition  of  some 
83.5  million  acres  of  public  land  in  Alaska.  This  land  became  available 
to  the  Federal  government  under  terms  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settle- 
ment Act  of  1971,  Public  Law  92-203. 

Several  persons  within  the  Regional  Office  have  reviewed  various  statements. 
Because  the  actions  are  fairly  similar,  involving  the  placement  of  land 
under  the  protection  of  the  National  Park  Service,  I  find  it  most  appropriate 
for  DliEW  to  make  general  comments  applicable  to  the  actions  in  total. 

In  this  vein,  I  must  confess  that  I  found  the  magnitude  of  the  material 
submitted  almost  overwhelming.  I  am  sure  that  the  Dol  must  have  had  some 
master  plan  guiding  the  proposed  disposition  (or  designation)  for  each  of 
the  28  areas.  I  believe  Dol  should  have  provided  an  overall  summary  of  the 
total  effects  of  all  these  actions  upon  Alaska,  especially  upon  the  social, 
economic,  and  cultural  framework  of  Alaskan  Native  life.  In  this  regard, 
I  refer  you  to  Section  1500.6(d)  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
"Guidelines  for  the  Preparation  of  Environmental  Impact  Statements"  (Federa' 
Register,  Wednesday,  August  1,  1973,  pp.  20550-20562). 

DHEW  Region  X  finds  the  intention  of  these  actions  laudable,  recognizing 
in  them  the  desire  to  protect  and  maintain  both  the  wildlife  and  topography 
in  a  natural  state.  In  this  respect,  the  proposals  are  well  conceived. 

As  mentioned  previously,  DIIEWs  concerns  center  around  the  impact  of  these 
actions  upon  the  Native  population.  I  did  not  always  find  it  clear  what 
restrictions  the  various  land  designations  would  place  upon  the  Native's 
subsistence  or  cultural  activities. 

I  v/ould  like  to  quote  comments  made  by  Region  Xs  Indian  Health  Services 
1 iaison  person : 

"Review  indicates  that  the  subjects  of  'subsistence'  and  'Native 
culture'  are  dealt  with  in  varying  degrees,  both  in  the  general 
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We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  rcvicv;  and 
comment  on  these  proposals,  and  ask  that  this  letter 
and  attachment  be  considered  part  of  EPA's  official 
comments  on  the  subject  impact  statements. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sheldon  Meyers 

Director 

Office   of   Federal   /activities 

Attachment 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 


1.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  No.  1  to  the  comments  from  the  Forest 
Service. 

2.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except 
as  may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law, 
existing  traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources 
will  be  permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary 
that  utilization  of  these  resources  is  neither  economically 
nor  physically  necessary  to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary 
to  provide  opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures 
centering  on  subsistence  as  a  way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may 
result  in  a  progressive  reduc-cion  of  animal  or  plant  resources 
which  could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the 
managing  agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  communities,  and  affected 
individuals,  shall  have  the  authority  to  restrict  subsistence 
activities  in  part  or  all  of  the  proposed  area. 

3.  The  managing  agency  would  have  to  comply  with  all  equal 
employment  opportunity  laws  and  administrative  regulations. 
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DEPARTMENT    OF    HOUSING    AND    URBAN    DEVELOPMENT 
ARCADE    PLAZA    RUILDING,  1  321    SECOND   AVENUE 


V  L.J 

0>*ajo  h<°"  SEATTLE,  WASHINGTON    98101 


February  12,  1974 


REGION  X 


Office  of  Community  Planning 

and   Management  in  reply  reter  to: 

MS    307 

Mr.  Thoodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Number  73-83  thru  73-110 

We  have  reviev;ed  the  appropriate  portions  of  your  draft  statements 
submitted  with  your  December  28,  1973  letter. 

The  statements  include  proposals  covering  28  different  sites  in  Alaska. 
Your  proposals  are  to  preserve  significant  archeological  sites,  preserve 
and  investigate  geological  and  biological  features,  encourage  the 
preservation  of  native  cultures  and  in  general  to  develop  an  adminis- 
trative and  management  plan  for  each  site.   You  also  indicate  the  planning 
process  to  include  state,  local  and  citizen  input.   We  find  nothing  in 
your  proposals  that  would  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  in  our 
areas  of  concern.   Thus,  we  have  no  objection  to  your  proposals. 


Thanks  for  letting  us  comment. 


Sincerely, 


v. 


John  R.  Merrill 

Assistant  Regional  Administrator 

for  Community  Planning  and  Management 


cc:   CEQ  (10) 
Miller 
Moore 
Peyton 
Riddell 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

ALASKA    POWER    ADMINISTRATION 

P.    O.    UOX    SO 

JUNEAU.     ALASKA    99PO! 


IN   ktl'LY   RE  I  I  K   TO. 


700 


AIRMAIL 


July  16,  1974 


To: 


Chairman,.  Alaska  Planning   Group 
Department  of  the  Interior 


From: 


Administrator 


Subject:       Preview  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement ,  Proposed 

"Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River",    DES    73-109 

The  subject   draft  statement   covers   one  of  the  Department's  proposals 
under  Section    17(d)(2)   of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims   Settlement  Act. 


We  have   reviewed  the  draft  statement  from   the   viewpoint  of  Alaska   Power 
Administration  program   areas   of  water,   power,    and  related  resources 
planning.      We  believe   the   draft  is   generally  well   written   and   adequate 
in   description  of  the   existing   environment,    resources  of  the  area,    and 
impacts   of  the  proposal. 

The  statement  includes   material  furnished  by   Alaska  Power  Administration 
in  describing  the  Fortymile   hydro  potential. 


,aC 


cc: 


Assistant  Secretary  --  Energy  and  Minerals 
Attention:     Mr.  J.  Emerson  Harper 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

!  %  Is  J- 

v\        ■■     V'J  DUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

V  "V  WASH1NGT6N,  D.  C.  20245 

ix  rsflv  riFzr.  to: 

Environmental 

Quality  QCT  ?       igM 

Memorandum 

To:       Theodor  R.  Swem 

Chairman,  Alaska- plarthing^roup'  ^ 

From:  fJe^StyDirector,  Office  of  Trust  Responsibilities 

Subject;   Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  Proposed 
Fortymile  National  Wild  River,  Alaska  (DES  73/109) 

In  response  to  memorandum  dated  December  28,  1973,  this  Bureau  has 
reviewed  the  proposed  ANCSA  D-2  withdrawal  environmental  statement  iden- 
tified above  with  respect  to  its  effects  upon  the  Native  Alaskans  and 
the  trust  responsibilities  of  the  Department.   The  following  comments 
are  provided  for  your  consideration: 

General  Comments;  Attached  is  a  general  statement. 

Specific  Comments; 

A  commendable  section  in  this  report  on  pages  30-39  is  concerned  with 
the  interrelationship  with  other  projects  and  jurisdictions — Map  8  on 
page  31  is  helpful.   Additional  statistics  on  existing,  if  any, 
other  proposed  Wild  Rivers,  such  as  general  location,  acreage  involved, 
miles  of  streams,  acreage  of  allotment,  and  primary  residence  applications 
etc.,  would  assist  in  comprehending  the  magnitude  of  the  total  Wild 
River  System  Proposal. 

The  draft  recognizes  the  fact  that  portions  of  the  proposed  system  are 
located  within  the  Regional  deficiency  areas  and  if  selected,  would 
be  eliminated  from  the. proposed  Wild  River  System. 

Native  allotments  pending  are  recognized  and  no  apparent  conflict  really 
exists  with  the  proposed  management  system — as  long  as  future  access  and 
use  are  unimpaired  for  allotment,  cemetery,  and  historical  places. 

On  page  98,  Subsistence  mentioned  as  primarily  trapping  in  the  area,  does 
have  significance  to  the  local  population,  and  although  mentioned  on  page 
125  that  it  appears  to  be  declining,  this  must  not  be  considered  as 
certain.  The  expected  rise  in  visitor  day  use  may  also  have  a  detrimental 
impact  on  subsistence  capability  in  the  future.  A  priority  for 
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subsistence  needs  should  be  established.   Snowmobile  use  in  relation! 
to  subsistence  hunting  and  trapping  should  not  be  regulated  as 
restrictively  as  for  recreational  use. 


Enclosure 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENTS  ANCSA  D-2  WITHDRAWALS 


Introduction; 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  reviewed  the  several  proposed  ANCSA  D-2 
withdrawals  for  management  in  the  four  Federal  Systems  -  National  Forest, 
National  Park,  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers, 
as  it  affects  Native  Alaskans  and  Bureau  Program  activities.   This  is 
done  from  the  viewpoint  of  how  the  proposed  land  ownership  and  related 
use  may  affect  Natives,  first,  as  Native  Americans  and  secondly,  as 
citizens  of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

It  is  difficult  to  assess  impacts  of  Federal  land  use  plans  before  Native 
and  state  selections  are  known.  The  lands  to  be  taken  for  the  four 
systems  will  be  excluded  from  selection  and  management  by  the  Villages, 
Regions,  and  the  State. 

These  impact  statements  are  concerned  primarily  with  natural  or  bio- 
physical environment  and  seldom  attempt  to  deal  comprehensively  with 
social,  economic,  legal,  and  Federal  management  impacts  of  four  Agencies 
(USFS,  NPS,  FWS,  and  BLM)  on  the  Alaskan  Native  population. 

Reviewed  individually,  the  impact  statements  do  not  reflect  the  total 
impact  of  all  such  withdrawals  on  the  Native  culture,  lifestyle,  resources, 
and  economy.  The  total  environmental  impact  could  better  be  evaluated  if 
there  were  one  statement  for  each  system,  plus  a  summary  of  the  combined 
environmental  impact  of  all  four  systems  as  they  relate  to  Native-owned 
lands,  fishing,  hunting,  and  water  rights  as  well  as  history,  culture, 
and  lifestyle. 

Overall  General  Comments; 

The  impacts  and  implications  of  these  withdrawals  (28  totaling  some  84 
million  acres)  on  Native-owned  lands,  their  fishing,  hunting,  trapping, 
and  other  means  of  subsistence  are  not  clearly  defined.  Neither  are 
Native  entitlements  to  water,  timber,  grazing,  trapping,  or  access 
through  proposed  systems  or  to  Native  lands  within  them.   Most  statements 
do  not  deal  with  access  to  cemeteries,  historical  sites,  primary  residences, 
allotments,  or  impact  of  Federal  management  on  adjacent  or  nearby  Native 
or  State  lands  and  residents. 

The  Village  and  Regional  Corporation  managements  are  considering  every 
conceivable  possibility  for  income  from  their  lands  and  funds  -  reindeer 
and  other  livestock,  timber,  stocking  of  fisheries,  tourism,  transpor- 
tation, etc.,  as  well  as  minerals  including  petroleum. 
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Generally  Alaska  resources,  especially  those  that  are  renewable,  are 
both  remote  from  markets  and  widely  dispersed.   With  higher  prices 
world-wide,  especially  for  foods,  furs  and  timber  products,  these 
resources  may  no  longer  or  continue  to  be  submarginal  in  places  where 
they  have  been  previously.   Volume  is  essential  for  profitable  harvest- 
ing, processing,  transportation,  and  marketing.   Commercial  feasibility 
often  may  be  determined  by  the  ability  to  combine  resources  from  large 
blocks  of  land  that  may  in  many  instances  include  both  Native  lands  and 
adjacent  or  nearby  lands  in  one  or  more  Federal  systems.   The  management 
policy  and  land  use  of  a  Federal  system  may  sometimes  largely  determine 
the  time  and  extent  of  resource  development  on  Native  lands  in  the 
vicinity.   The  importance  of  this  situation  is  not  reflected  in  most 
impact  statements. 

"Subsistence"  for  the  future,  needs  to  be  clearly  and  precisely 
defined  for  each  system.   Also  the  role,  if  any,  of  local  residents  in 
making  policy,  regulations,  and  in  enforcement.   Their  preference  as  to 
employment  and  incomes  generated  by  each  withdrawal  often  is  not  clearly 
indicated.   How  much  Native  involvement  and  self-determination  and  how 
it  will  be  achieved  in  the  management  and  use  of  each  Federal  system 
often  is  not  discussed  in  these  statements. 

In  the  past  Native  life  was  supported  completely  with  activities  now 

termed  "subsistence".   Fishing,  hunting,  and  gathering  provided  food, 

clothing,  shelter,  fuel,  implements  for  home  and  hunting,  etc. 

Through  bartering,  items  suplus  to  needs  or  acquired  for  trade  were 

used  to  obtain  goods  from  other  Natives  and  then  later  from  the  "outside" 

trader. 

These  activities  established  a  culture  and  lifestyle  dependent  on 
nearby  resources  of  the  water  and  land  which  should  be  fully  considered 
in  public  land  .ownership  and  management  planning.   This  "living  off  the 
land"  is  still  more  essential  for  Natives  and  rural  Alaskans  than  in 
other  states. 

Subsistence  and  commercial  activities  often  are  complementary  and 
essential  for  complete  use  of  resources.   It  is  difficult  to  determine  if 
the  meat  for  a  family  of  seal,  walrus,  beaver,  etc.,  is  more  important 
than  cash  from  the  sale  of  skin,  fur,  ivory,  or  crafts  made,  from  other 
parts.   (This  distinction  may  be  relevant  to  game  and  other  resource 
management  policy  and  regulations) . 

The  change  from  a  subsistence  to  a  cash  economy  may  depend  on  the  possi- 
bility of  turning  former  subsistence  resources  into  products  for  sale. 
Fish  formerly  used  to  feed  sled  dogs  may  now  be  sold  for  income  to  buy 
gas  for  travel  snowmobiles.   Or,  timber  once  harvested  for  housing  and 
fuel  may  provide  jobs  in  logging,  processing  and  transportion.   In  some 
areas  on  or  near  Federal  or  State  lands  it  is  conceivable  that  berries, 
other  plants,  or  animals  now  gathered  for  food,  shelter,  etc.,  in  the 
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future  could  be  harvested  for  sale.  Resources  once  used  for  subsistence 
may  be  used  to  provide  crafts,  accommodations  or  services  for  tourists. 
Helping  to  provide  facilities  and  to  manage  the  land  resources  on  nearby- 
Federal  systems  can  also  provide  jobs  and  income  but  will  require  compat 
ible  policies,  goals  and  plans  including  information,  education,  training, 
recruitment  and  coordination  with  other  Federal  and  State  Programs  if 
maximum  local  or  Native  hire  is  realized. 

Local  imvolvement  in  the  use  and  management  of  adjacent  Federal  lands 
is  vital  in  many  areas  of  the  State  for  Natives  to  exist  and  to  maintain 
the  desired  parts  of  their  culture.  This  is  essential  for  fulfillment 
of  the  ANCSA  and  Departmental  regulations  and  promises.   It  also  may  be 
essential  for  sound  Federal  land  management  with  maximum  sustained 
benefits  from  natural  resources.  All  this  will  not  occur  without  definite 
goals,  policies,  plans,  commitments,  and  special  efforts  by  administrator 
of  each  proposed  systems  of  Federal  lands. 

The  comments  and  statements  of  Native  leaders  generally  suggest  the  need 
for  more  factual  and  comprehensive  impact  statements.   Undoubtedly  the 
pressure  of  other  more  eminent  issues  and  deadlines  relating  to  the 
ANCSA  has  limited  their  review  and  comments. 

Until  each  respective  Regional  Corporation  and  AFN  indicate  their  approval 
or  the  points  raised  above  are  more  completely  and  clearly  answered,  we 
consider  most  of  the  impact  statements  incomplete  and  inadequate. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 


1.    In  passing  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971, 
Congress  gave  very  clear  attention  to  the  regional,  State, 
and  national  effects  of  the  Alaska  land  transfers  necessary 
to  provide  Native  claim  settlement,  to  meet  the  outstanding 
requirements  of  Alaskan  statehood,  and  to  provide  for  the 
continuing  administration  of  the  public  lands.  It  directed 
the  Secretary  to  withdraw  lands  for  the  Four  Systems  of 
National  Parks,  Forests,  Wildlife  Refuges,  and  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  after  other  factors  were  taken  into  account  in 
the  planning  process.  Congress  further  provided  for  the 
establishment  of  a  Joint  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  and  the 
orderly  implementation  of  the  planning  process  concerning 
areas  planned  and  best  suited  for  permanent  reservation  in 
Federal  ownership.  It  called  for  recommendations  to  insure 
that  economic  growth  and  development  was  planned  in  an  orderly 
and  compatible  way  with  State  and  national  environmental 
objectives  and  the  public  interest  in  public  lands,  parks, 
forests,  and  wildlife  refuges  in  Alaska,  as  well  as  the 
economic  and  social  well-being  of  the  Native  people  and  other 
residents  of  Alaska.  An  agreement  was  reached  with  the  State 
on  the  general  area  of  the  Four  Systems  proposals  more 
specifically  set  forth  here.  These  considerations  and  steps 
were  examined  and  implemented  prior  to  the  individual  development 
of  Federal  proposals  with  finite  boundary  lines  and  acreage 
limits.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  was  recognized 
also  during  the  development  of  the  environmental  impact  state- 
ments on  the  detailed  proposals.  The  cumulative  aspects  of 
each  proposal,  where  they  could  be  detected  with  reasonable 
assurance  of  significance,  are  noted  in  the  evaluations  of  that 
proposal.  Appropriate  analyses  in  the  statements  are  developed 
on  a  regional  basis  for  some  proposals  and,  in  other  cases,  on 
a  statewide  or  broader  basis.  It  would  be  repetitive  to 
undertake  an  additional  EIS  to  the  28  already  completed. 

Anyone  wishing  to  ascertain  overall  effect  may  do  so  by  reading 
the  aggregate  impact  of  all  or  part  of  the  proposals  that 
would  be  involved  and  considering  them  the  same  as  the  sum  of 
the  impact  discussed  in  each  of  the  environmental  statements. 
The  statements  are  being  issued  and  are  available  on  the  basis 
of  sets  of  28.  Where  the  total  cumulative  impact  in  a  region 
or  the  State  appears  particularly  significant  in  relationship 
to  a  given  proposal,  the  subject  statements  involved  are  modified 
to  include  any  additional  impact  considerations  not  previously 
described  among  the  analyses  involved.  It  is  the  considered 
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opinion  of  the  Department  that  these  foregoing  actions  and 
the  statements  themselves,  taken  together,  do  constitute  a 
good  faith  effort  at  providing  a  fair  and  accurate 
evaluation  of  aggregate  or  cumulative  impact  on  major 
regions,  the  State,  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

2.  This  appears  to  be  a  misunderstanding.  The  report  (Section  I, 
Interrelationship  with  Other  Projects  and  Jurisdictions) 
indicates  that  portions  of  the  Fortymile  basin  were 
reclassified  from  d-1  to  Native  Regional  Deficiency  selection 
lands  subject  to  the  prior  d-2  withdrawal  within  one  mile  of  the 
mean  high  water  mark  of  the  Fortymile  and  certain  selected 
tributaries . 

3.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except 
as  may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law, 
existing  traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources 
will  be  permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that 
utilization  of  these  resources  is  neither  economically  nor 
physically  necessary  to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary  to 
provide  opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures 
centering  on  subsistence  as  a  way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a  progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the 
managing  agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Depart- 
ment of  Fish  and  Game,  communities,  and  affected  individuals, 
shall  have  the  authority  to  restrict  subsistence  activities  in 
part  or  all  of  the  proposal  area. 

4.  Snowmobiles  are  recognized  as  part  of  existing  subsistence  use. 
Section  I,  Administration  -  Management,  provides  for  the 
development  of  a  master  plan  within  one  year  of  authorization. 
That  plan  will  involve  full  cooperation  and  active  participation 
of  local  and  Native  interest  groups  as  well  as  other  agencies 
and  organizations. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.     20240 


IN   REPLY  REFER   TO: 


1792(220) 


DES-73/109 
Memorandum 
To: 


From: 


Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


JUL  2  2  1974 


Subject:   Fortymile  River  National  Wild  River 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  statement  and  offer  the 
following  comments: 

There  are  no  references  as  to  how  wildfire  would  be  handled.   Would 
they  be  allowed  to  burn  or  would  equipment  be  used  to  control  them? 
The  increased  recreation  use  of  this  area  under  the  proposed  designation 
would  undoubtedly  increase  the  potential  for  wildfire. 

Description  of  the  Proposed  Action 

P.  20,  second  paragraph.   Last  sentence  should  read:   "No  improvements 
were  necessary,  all  that  had  to  be  certified  and  verified  was  that  the 
applicant  had  substantially  used  and  occupied  the  lands  as  within  the 
provisions  of  the  1906  act." 

P.  21,  first  paragraph.  Discusses  controls  on  "new  developments  on 
private  lands."  Under  what  authority  would  this  be  done?  Does  the 
W&SR  Act  provide  such  authority? 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 

P.  117,  third  paragraph,  last  sentence.   Although  the  impact  is  not 
quantifiable,  it  would  be  great.  At  this  time  it  appears  so  great  as 
to  prohibit  virtually  all  mining  in  the  area,  especially  since  the 
cost  of  rehabilitation  would  be  great,  though  at  present  unknown,  and 
acceptability  would  be  subjective. 

P.  118,  second  paragraph.   Impact  in  Wild  River  areas  might  be  greater, 
Existing  claims  may  define  only  part  of  the  deposit  discovered.   It 
may  be  impractical  to  mine  only  a  small  part  of  a  deposit.   In  these 
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days,  when  the  United  States  gold  consumption  is  many  times  the  U.S. 
production,  withdrawing  known  gold  areas  from  development  does  not 
appear  prudent  and  appears  at  odds  with  the  Minerals  Policy  Act. 

P.  132.   Impacts  of  the  proposal  upon  fish  and  wildlife  were  too 
generally  stated.   It  was  not  discussed  how  increased  visitor  usage 
would  affect  nesting  habitat  for  the  endangered  peregrine  falcon,  or 
the  effects  of  humans,  aircraft,  snowmobiles,  ATVs  upon  sensitive 
mammals — grizzly  and  brown  bears,  caribou,  and  wolves.   Effects  of 
mining  and  mineral  extraction  upon  fish  and  wildlife  populations, 
water  quality,  and  aesthetics  were  not  adequately  discussed  in  the  draft 
statement. 

Pp.  135,  166.   A  rather  restrictive  view  of  wilderness  is  taken. 
Actually,  large  sections  of  the  Dennison,  Walker,  South  Forks,  and 
Fortymile  Rivers  have  either  never  been  altered  by  man  or  have  naturally 
recovered  from  man's  impact  of  the  mining  area.   Most  of  these  rivers 
are  de  facto  wilderness  to  all  but  the  most  knowledgeable  observers. 

P.  150,  third  paragraph.   D-2  lands  reverting  to  d-1  retain  d-2 
restrictions. 


Assistant  Director 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


1.  Section  I,  Administration  -  Management,  provides  for  the 
development  of  a  coordinated  management  plan.  This  plan  will 
provide  for  those  controls  necessary  to  protect  the 
environment.  Thus,  the  managing  agency  will  have  the  say 
with  respect  to  fire  control. 

2.  Comment  accepted  and  text  has  been  revised  accordingly. 

3.  Yes,  section  6  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  provides  the 
necessary  authority. 

4.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  fact  that  the  impact 
could  be  significant. 

5.  In  making  d-2  land  withdrawals  and  the  recommendations  to  the 
Congress  for  management  of  these  lands,  a  basic  dilemma  was 
faced  which  is  implicit  in  a  decision  involving  mineralogically 
unexplored  lands  such  as  those  in  Alaska.  This  dilemma  was 
the  choice  between  possible  values  of  developable,  nonrenewable 
resources  such  as  minerals,  and  the  resource  values  inherent  in 
natural  and  ecological  systems. 

In  developing  the  final  recommendations  to  Congress,  the  need 
to  leave  mineral  resources  available  for  development  was  given 
careful  consideration.  First,  some  of  the  systems  herein 
advanced  by  the  proposals  contain  the  authority  for,  and  the 
objective  of,  mineral  development.  It  also  should  be  noted 
that  the  selections  already  made  by  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the 
priorities  provided  the  Native  claims  under  ANCSA  have  already 
excluded  vast  areas  of  mineral  potential  from  "Four  Systems" 
consideration.  In  many  cases,  boundaries  of  proposals  were 
redrawn  to  place  mineral  belts  of  prime  potential  outside 
proposals  with  restrictive  management  categories.  In  other 
cases,  management  options  were  left  open  to  mining  where 
identified  mineral  potential  was  sufficient  to  warrant  such 
action,  and  where  mineral  extraction  would  not  prove  overly 
damaging  to  the  environment.  However,  in  order  to  comply  with 
the  intent  of  section  17(d) (2)  of  the  Act  and  in  order  to  afford 
adequate  protection  of  these  outstanding  areas,  some  areas 
which  do  have  possible  mineral  potential  were  recommended  for 
protective  management  that  would  exclude  mining  and  mineral 
entry.  These  proposals  reflect  a  need,  set  forth  in  ANCSA  as 
a  congressional  mandate,  to  preserve  certain  outstanding  natural 
and  ecological  areas  of  national  interest  apart  from  mineral 
development. 


167 


6.  Section  I,  Administration  -  Management,  indicates  that  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  develop  appropriate  management 
programs  and  enforcement  procedures  to  preserve  nesting  sites 
on  cliffs  adjacent  to  the  river.  Such  actions  would  consider 
restriction  of  human  encroachment  during  nesting  periods. 

It  also  recognizes  that  State  water  quality  standards,  approved 
in  1973,  will  prohibit  degradation  of  existing  water  quality. 
The  management  agency  working  with  the  State  in  implementing 
these  standards  should  be  able  to  enhance  the  existing  water 
quality  in  the  long  run. 

7.  The  discussion  of  No  Action  Alternative  has  been  revised  to 
more  adequately  reflect  the  options  available  to  the  Secretary 
if  the  lands  revert  to  d-1  status. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  MINES 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20240 


May  21,  1974 
DES  73-109 


Memorandum 

To:  Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group,  Office  of  the  Secretary 

Through  i^£W  Assistant  Secretary — Energy  and  Minerals 

From:  Director,  Bureau  of  Mines 

Subject:     Draft  environmental  statement,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 
proposed  Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  Alaska 

Our  Alaska  Field  Operation  Center,  Juneau,  has  reviewed  the  Fortymile  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  proposal  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation. 
This  proposal  recommends  legislation  to  include  375  miles  of  the  Fortymile 
river  drainage  system  and  320,000  acres  of  adjacent  land  located  in  east- 
central  Alaska,  along  the  United  States-Canada  border,  in  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System.   The  lateral  boundaries  along  this  drainage  system 
would  not  exceed  an  average  of  1  mile  on  either  side  of  the  river  and  the 
area  would  be  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) .   Forty 
percent  of  this  area  would  be  designated  Wild  River  where,  subject  to 
existing  valid  rights,  mining  would  be  prohibited.   The  remaining  60  percent 
of  the  area  would  be  designated  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  and  mining  would 
come  under  regulations  to  be  proposed  by  BLM. 

The  proposal  correctly  and  adequately  states  that  mining  has  been  an  important 
factor  in  the  past  development  of  this  area,  that  its  mineral  resource 
potential  is  high,  and  that  mineral  development  may  play  an  important  role 
in  the  increasing  reliability  of  the  natives  on  a  cash  economy.   Metallic 
production  from  this  area  has  been  predominantly  gold  from  large  dredging 
operations.   On  page  79,  the  statement  is  fairly  made,  "Gold  mining  in  the 
Fortymile  River  has  substantially  altered  the  environment,  yet  when  viewed 
from  the  river  the  area  is  pleasing  to  the  eye."  At  the  present  time  there 
are  31  lode  claims  and  390  placer  claims  within  the  boundary  of  the  proposal 
that  directly  would  be  affected  and  109  asbestos  lode  claims  and  an  undeter- 
mined number  of  other  claims  just  outside  the  proposal  that  indirectly  would 
be  affected  by  this  proposal. 

On  page  25,  the  following  statement  is  made:   "The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
in  consultation  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  user  groups  would 
prepare  mining  regulations  for  the  river  areas  classified  as  Scenic  and 
Recreational."   In  terms  of  this  proposal  it  is  hard  to  visualize  the 
impacts  of  this  classification  on  mining  without  knowing  the  eventual 
restrictions  by  regulations  that  later  will  be  imposed.   We  believe  that 
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Memo,  to  Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group,  Office  of  the  Secretary, 

Sub j :  Draft  environmental  statement,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 
proposed  Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  Alaska 

a  draft  of  the  proposed  mining  regulations  applicable  to  60  percent  of  this 
320,000-acre  area  should  accompany  and  be  made  part  of  the  draft  environmental 
statement  so  that  the  full  impact  on  mining  can  be  understood.  We  have 
problems  in  appreciating  a  legislative  proposal  requesting  that  a  decision  be 
made  without  full  knowledge  of  the  way  that  mineral  recovery  will  be  affected 
on  existing  rights  in  the  Wild  River  proposal  area  and  on  subsequent  rights 
in  the  Scenic  and  Recreational  proposal  area. 

Page  17.   The  standard  usage  of  symbols  for  chemical  elements  is  to 
capitalize  the  first  letter  of  the  symbol. 

Page  74,  3d  paragraph.   In  the  first  sentence  it  should  be  "felsic"  instead 
of  "delsic." 

Page  76,  1st  paragraph,  5th  sentence.   The  sentence,  "The  mill  can  process 
about  100,000  tons  of  ore  annually,"  does  not  correlate  with  the  previous 
sentence  in  which  it  is  stated  "By  1969,  the  mining  rate  was  3,100  tons 
per  day  of  7  percent  asbestos  fiber."  Some  very  recent  figures  made 
available  to  the  Bureau  of  Mines  are  that  the  mining  rate  is  4,875  tons  per 
day  of  ore  from  which  8  percent  asbestos  fiber  is  recovered  for  an  annual 
production  of  117,000  tons  per  year  of  fiber.   If  "fiber"  is  substituted 
for  "ore"  in  line  nine  after  the  "100,000  tons  of,"  the  statement  will  be 
substantially  correct. 

Page  81,  4th  paragraph.   In  the  last  sentence,  "calcite"  is  misspelled. 

Page  118,  2d  paragraph.   The  statement,  "the  overall  impact  of  the  proposal 
on  mining  In  Wild  River  areas  is  considered  insignificant  because  there 
are  no  known  mineral  areas  which  are  not  included  in  existing  mining  claims" 
is  incorrect.   In  the  first  place,  we  know  these  mining  claims  are 
mineralized  simply  because  they  have  been  claimed,  but  to  state  that  the 
areas  that  have  not  been  claimed  are  not  mineralized  is  an  erroneous 
assumption.   A  mineral  survey  has  not  been  made  in  the  area  by  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey-Bureau  of  Mines  and  what  is  known  today  does  not  preclude 
future  discoveries.   The  history  of  mining  is  replete  with  mineral  discoveries 
made  in  areas  previously  considered  unmineralized.  Anytime  an  area  of  128,000 
acres  is  closed  to  mining  there  is  bound  to  be  a  significant  impact.  We 
suggest  that  the  word  "unknown"  be  substituted  for  "insignificant"  in  the 
previously  quoted  statement. 


KK 


Director 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
BUREAU  OF  MINES 


1.  We  appreciate  the  conment.  However,  we  do  not  believe 
regulations  can  be  prepared  until  the  extent,  location, 
type,  and  other  pertinent  information  with  respect  to  valid 
claims  and  mineralization  are  fully  known.  This  will  require 
study  and  field  investigation.  We  believe  the  statement 
adequately  reflects  the  situation  based  on  present  knowledge. 

2.  Valid  comment. 


3,4&5.  Suggested  corrections  have  been  incorporated  in  the  text. 

6.    Statement  has  been  revised  to  state  that  the  evaluation  is 
based  on  present  knowledge  of  mineralization  in  the  area. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.     20240 


IN  REPLY 
REFER  TO:       150 


120.1 


JAN  24  1974 


Mr.   Theodor  R.    Swem 

Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  is  in  reference  to  your  December  28,  1973,  transmittal  of 

the  28  draft  environmental  statements  in  regard;  to  the  Alaska  Native 

Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971. 

Since  we  have  only  peripheral  experience  in  the  subject  matter 
covered  by  these  statements  and  considering  the  fact  that  we  have  no 
jurisdiction  in  Alaska,  we  do  not  plan  to  review  and  c<?mment  on  these 
statements . 

Sincerely  yours, 


Commissioner 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
RESTON,  VIRGINIA     22092 


OFFICE   OF  THE   DIREC  I'OK 


DES  73"109  SEP  I  J  1374 


Memorandum 

To:        Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 

Through  ^PEdyHi^SS^'/^-jtretary — Energy  and  Minerals  |\JjK>' 

From:      Director,  Geological  Survey  SEP  *■  «^w4 

Subject:   Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  for  Proposed 
Fortymile  national  Wild  River 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  environmental  statement  as  you  re- 
quested in  a  memorandum  of  December  28. 

The  conclusions  concerning  the  impact  of  the  proposed  designation  of 
much  of  the  drainage  system  of  Fortymile  River  as  wild,  scenic,  or 
recreation  rivers  are  accurate  and  adequate.  However,  there  are  a 
few  minor  points  we  wish  to  comment  on. 

On  page  64,  paragraph  1,  maximum  streamflow  during  the  year  can  occur 
at  any  time  from  early  *lay  through  September.   The  maximum  measured 
streamflow  on  Fortymile  River  below  O'Brien  Creek  was  42,800  cfs  on 
July  11,  1964. 

The  gage  height  of  7.57  feet  (p.  67,  paragraph  2)  occurred  on  Hay  19, 
1911,  instead  of  1910. 

Because  of  the  large  numbers  of  anticipated  visitors,  the  potential 
impact  on  water  quality  is  considered  major.   Also,  it  is  anticipated 
that  there  will  be  stricter  enforcement  of  existing  water-quality 
standards  applicable  to  mining  (see  p.  129).   For  these  reasons,  it 
vjill  be  necessary  probably  to  monitor  water  quality i   Also,  baseline 
water-quality  parameters  for  present  conditions  should  be  determined. 

Our  only  gages  at  the  present  time  in  the  drainage  basin  are  three 
crest-stage  gages  along  the  Taylor  Highway  on  Dennison  Fork  and  West 
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Fork  tributary  near  Tetlin  Junction  and  Taylor  Creek  near  Chicken. 
These  gages  are  upstream  fron  a  reach  to  he  designated  as  a  scenic 
river.  A  few  samples  collected  in  1972  show  that  the  water  quality 
is  good. 

Summer  seasonal  records  were  collected  in  1910-12  at  about  20  sites 
in  the  Fortymile  drainage.   Miscellaneous  measurements  were  obtained 
at  four  sites  from  1954-66. 

In  our  long-range  network  plans  we  are  considering  a  long-term  sta- 
tion on  Fortymile  River  near  Boundary  and  shorter  term  stations  on 
Dennison  and  South  Fork  Fortymile  Rivers  near  Chicken,  and  on  Steel 
Creek  at  Steel  Creek.  Also,  we  may  install  streamgages  at  one  or 
more  of  the  crest-stage  gaging  sites  to  obtain  runoff  data  from 
small  drainage  areas . 

Although  the  description  of  the  geology  is  sketchy,  it  is  probably 
sufficient  for  its  intended  purpose.   Ue  would  like  to  point  out  that 
a  coal  deposit  of  subbituminous  coal  occurs  at  Chicken  in  a  bed  at 
least  22  feet  thick,  which  has  economic  significance. 

Page  74:  We  suggest  the  first  paragraph  under  "Geological"  be  changed 
to  read:   "The  Fortymile  River  basin  is  underlain  by  complexly  folded 
and  faulted  metamorphic  rocks  that  have  been  intruded  by  felsic,  mafic. 
and  ultramafic  rocks.   In  places,  Cretaceous  and(or)  Tertiary  sedimen- 
tary rocks  lie  unconformably  on  older  metamorphic  or  igneous  roclcs. 
A  major  structure,  the  northwest-trending  Tintina  Fault  zone,  is  north 
of  the  basin." 

Page  76:   The  second  paragraph  should  be  enlarged  to  read:   "The 
Fortymile  River  drainage  system  is  superimposed  on  a  geologically 
older  drainage,  and  the  present  streams  are  entrenched  to  depths 
which  range  from  a  few  tens  of  feet  to  more  than  600  feet.  Well- 
preserved  entrenched  meanders  are  common  and  in  places  there  are 
narrow  gorges  with  rocky  cliffs  several  hundred  feet  high.   High 
level  terraces,  remnants  of  the  ancient  drainage,  occur  in  many 
places  along  the  main  streams  and  their  tributaries.   They  range  in 
size  from  a  few  square  feet  to  more  than  a  square  mile.   They  consist 
of  coarse  gravel,  a  few  feet  to  many  tens  of  feet  thick,  overlying 
truncated  bedrock.   In  most  places  the  terraces  are  gently  sloping, 
have  permafrost,  and  are  muskeg  covered." 
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Page  75:  Paragraph  3  discusses  the  southern  part  of  the  basin  but  not 
the  northern.  We  suggest  replacing  this  paragraph  with:   "The  rocks 
in  the  northern  part  of  the  basin  are  mostly  met amorphic  and  consist  of 
quartz-mica  schist,  greenschist,  greenstone,  quartzite,  and  marble. 
They  have  been  intruded  by  Ilesozoic  and  Tertiary  igneous  rocks  of  gra- 
nitic composition.   The  Middle  Fork  in  the  proposal  area  locally  cuts 
through  fclsic  volcanic  rocks,  but  elsewhere  metamorphic  rocks  and 
hornblende-bearing  granitic  rocks  are  the  dominant  types.   The  "Torth 
Fork,  Fortymile,  and  South  Fork  flow  mostly  through  metamorphic  rocks 
consisting  primarily  of  quartz-mica  schist,  hornblende  gneiss,  quartz- 
ite, and  marble.   In  places,  granitic  rocks  margin  the  river,  and  on 
the  Fortymile,  ultramafic  rocks  are  also  exposed  in  the  cliffs.  The 
southern  part  of  the  basin  has  a  wide  variety  of  metamorphic  rocks  and 
volcanic  rocks,  augen  gneiss,  and  granitic  rocks  of  Mt.  Fairplay.   In 
the  vicinity  of  Chicken,  basalt,  felsic  volcanic  rocks,  and  Tertiary 
sedimentary  rocks  occur  along  with  the  metamorphic  and  granitic  rocks. 
Cretaceous  (?)  sedimentary  rocks  are  known  in  the  Denison  Fork  and 
West  Fork  drainage  areas.':' 

Page  75:   In  the  last  paragraph  under  mineral  resources,  we  suggest 
adding  "and  other  geologic  factors"  after  "igneous  rocks"  in  the  next- 
to-last  line. 

Page  76:  Paragraph  3  seems  out  of  order.  Perhaps  it  should  be  placed 
after  the  first  paragraph  and  the  second  paragraph  moved  to  the  later 
discussion  of  gold. 

Page  81:   It  might  be  pointed  out  that  Champion  Creek,  which  is  in- 
cluded in  the  proposal  area,  was  also  mentioned  as  an  area  worthy  of 
further  exploration  on  the  basis  of  geochmical  sampling  in  USGS  Bulle- 
tin 1312-H. 

Page  81:  We  suggest  adding  the  following  to  the  discussion  of  gold: 
"In  a  few  places  the  high-level  terraces  have  been  prospected  for  gold 
but  because  of  the  difficulty  of  getting  water  to  them,  the  only  sig- 
nificant mining  in  the  proposal  area  has  been  on  the  terraces  of 
Napoleon  Creek.  However,  the  high  terraces  are  one  of  the  most  prom- 
ising sources  of  placer  gold  and  possibly  the  only  remaining  source 
that  might  produce  significant  amounts  in  the  Fortymile  area.   The 
gold  is  spotty  in  occurrence  and  would  require  moving  very  large 
amounts  of  gravel  for  recovery." 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 


1.  Section  II,  Streamflow,  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  fact 
that  maximum  flows  can  occur  as  late  as  September  and  that 
the  gage  height  of  7.57  feet  occurred  on  May  19,  1911.  We 
also  have  added  a  statement  showing  your  long-range  plan  for 
streamgaging  in  the  Fortymile  Basin. 

2.  Reference  to  the  coal  deposit  at  Chicken  was  made  in  Section  III, 
Impact  on  Local  Population  and  Economy,  and  added  to  Section  II, 
Geological  and  Mineral  Resources.  Your  language  changes  and 
substitute  paragraphs  for  the  latter  section  have  been 
incorporated  in  the  text. 

3.  Section  II,  Mineral  Resources,  has  been  rearranged  as  suggested 
and  suggested  language  changes  have  been  accepted  and 
incorporated  into  the  text. 
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1974 

Memorandum 

To:       Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 

From:     Assistant  Director,  Development 

Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statements  for  proposed 

Yukon  Flats  national  Wildlife  Refuge 
Arctic  national  Wildlife  Range 
Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuges 
Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife 
Tdgiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Noatak  National  Arctic  Range 
Iliamna  National  Resource  Range 
Porcupine  National  Forest 
Yukdn-Kuskokwim  National  Forest 
Wrangeil  Mountains  National  Forest 
Additions  to  Chugach  National  Forest 
Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River 
Beaver  Creek  National  Wild  River 
Unalakleet  National  Wild  River 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  environmental  impact  statements  and 
believe  that  they  adequately  discuss  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  actions. 

The  National  Park  Service  contributed  personnel  to  the  Alaska  Planning 
Group  which  developed  the  draft  environmental  iwpact  statements  on  all 
of  the  proposals  that  resulted  from  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act  studies.  As  part  of  that  effort,  our  personnel  represented  the 
Service's  interest  during  the  development  of  the  environmental  impact 
staterients.  As  a  result,  our  vievs  vere  taken  into  account  during  the 
process  of  preparation*  We  therefore,  have  no  comments  to  make  now. 
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We  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  review  the  set  of  environmental 
impact  statements. 


&»"°n«  L  rreeman 


FNP:SClark:TSwem:rr   9/17/74 

bcc:  ^gfi«-Mr.  Reffalt 
APG-Mr.  Swem 
APG-Mr.  Clark 
MD 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  AiniMSTRATION 


ALASKAN     REGION 

632  SIXTH    AVENUE 
ANCHORAGE.   ALASKA   99501 

TELEPHONE    272-5561 


JUL  1 2  1374 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Sir: 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  request  that  we  review  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statement  pertaining  to  the  proposed  Fortymile  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River. 

We  wish  to  bring  to  the  Planning  Group's  attention  that  in  any 
consideration  of  the  airspace  above  the  public  lands  in  question  there 
exists  a  public  right  of  transit  through  navigable  airspace  and  that 
the  authority  to  control  the  use  of  navigable  airspace  and  to  regulate 
both  civil  and  military  operations  therein  lie  solely  with  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation.   This  exclusive  responsibility  and  authority  is 
statutory  (49  U.S.C.  1303,  1347,  and  1348). 

While  each  land  withdrawal  for  specific  public  purposes  has  its  own 
individual  characteristics,  each  should  be  viewed  in  relation  to  the 
composite  effect  of  restricting  the  use  of  land  in  exceptionally  large 
tracts  or  restricted  uses  that  abut  upon  each  other.   In  addition, 
there  are  site  location  circumstances  that  occur  from  time  to  time 
which  require  that  electronic  aids  to  air  navigation  be  located  in 
areas  for  which  there  is  not  always  an  acceptable  alternate  location. 
In  such  circumstances,  we  would  request  that  every  effort  be  made  by 
federal  agencies  responsible  for  land  management  to  cooperate  in  the 
public  interest  in  the  safety  of  airways,  just  as  agencies  are  asked 
to  cooperate  with  federal  objectives  in  land  management. 

We  appreciate  the  enormity  of  the  task  that  faces  your  group.   We  also 
appreciate  the  opportunity  afforded  us  to  comment  upon  the  proposal. 

Sincerely, 


LYyZ  K.    BROtfN 
l)i  rnctor  ' 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


1.   We  recognize  that  there  are  site  location  circumstances 

which  require  electronic  aids  to  air  navigations  be  located 
in  areas  where  there  is  not  always  an  acceptable  alternative 
location.  If  such  a  circumstance  does  occur,  the  management 
agency  would  cooperate  in  locating  mutually  acceptable  sites 
in  the  interest  of  the  safety  of  the  airways. 
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^S^rjy^         u  s  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL   HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 


it     j  V  \° 


412  Mohawk  Building 


ci\._<-'— " '^j  222  S.  W.  Morrison  Street 

%^_    ^-i/  Portland,  Oregon  97204 


'*M'iis6*> 


July  18,  1974 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 

10-00.33 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Your  December  28,  1973  letter  provided  copies  of  DEIS  #73-109  to  the 
FHWA  for  review  and  comment  concerning  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recrea- 
tion's (BOR)  proposed  Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  in 
east-central  Alaska. 

We  appreciate  the  120-day  extension  for  review,  which  now  ends 
July  22,  1974.   Our  comments  on  the  statement  are  enclosed  for  your 
further  planning  and  consideration  in  preparing  the  FEIS. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  review.   We 
would  like  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  FEIS  when  completed. 


Vefry  truly  yours, 


ugt//B.  Henry,  Direct< 
Offrce  of  Environment /and  Design 


Enclosure 
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FHWA  REVIEW  COMMENTS 

ON 

FORTYMILE  NATIONAL  WILD  AMD  SCENIC   RIVER 

DEIS  #73-109 


(1)  Chapter  I  -  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION; 

j[a_^  It  would  l)c  helpful  if  the  BOR  could  include  in  Chapter  I  of  the 
FEIS  a  brief  discussion  of  lend  use  planning  activities  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.   Specifically, 
we  would  appreciate  a  discussion  of  subsection  17(a)(1)  of  the  Act 
which  established  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commis- 
sion for  Alaska  (LUPC).   We  did  not  find  any  mention  of  LUPC  on  pages 
30-39  of  this  DEIS  regarding  their  input  in  planning  the  wise  use  and 
disposition  of  lands  in  Alaska.   In  addition  to  assisting  the  Federal 
study  teams  in  the  withdrawal  identification  process  of  areas  proposed 
for  federal  ownership,  LUPC  was  given  the  responsibility  under  sub- 
section 17(b)(1)  of  the  Act  to  identify  public  easements  (or  trans- 
portation corridors)  within  the  lands  selected  by  village  and  regional 
corporations. 

The  LUPC  is  developing  statewide  transportation  system  proposals  and 
has  received  Alaska  Railroad  and  Alaska  Department  of  Highways  (ADH) 
proposals  on  surface  transportation  and  utility  corridors.   The  LUPC 
held  public  hearings  in  April  1974  at  various  locations  throughout 
Alaska  to  present  surface  transportation  and  utility  corridor  proposals, 
and  to  obtain  input  on  native  concerns  regarding  surface  transportation. 
We  recommend  that  the  BOR  revi-ew  these  LUPC  proposals,  the  public  hear- 
ing testimony  resulting  therefrom,  and  provide  further  discussion  in 
the  FEIS  regarding  the  effect  of  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  class- 
ification on  surface  transportation  corridors  recommended  to  serve 
east-central  Alaska. 

(b)  The  map  on  page  31  is  of  such  a  scale  that  it  is  very  difficult 
to  ascertain  the  40  rivers  studied  by  BOR  from  the  existing  and  pro- 
posed surface  transportation  systems.   Perhaps  the  use  of  color  on 
these  maps  in  the  FEIS  would  help  differentiate  between  rivers  and 
transportation  routes. 

(c)  On  pages  34-37,  under  HIGHWAYS,  it  was  noted  BOR  feels  that  the 
ADH  proposals  to  improve  the  existing  Taylor  Highway  within  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  study  area  can  be  accomplished  without  affecting  the 
"Scenic"  River  designation.   Also,  it  was  noted  BOR's  proposal  con- 
templates construction  of  carefully  routed  and  designed  highways  which 
may  cross  areas  designated  as  "wild"  rivers  to  reach  asbestos  deposits 
in  upper  portions  of  the  North  Fork  drainage  on  lands  designated  for 
Native  regional  deficiency  selection.   The  BOR  further  notes  that  it 
is  conceivable  that  the  "wild"  designation  may  be  changed  to  "Scenic" 
at  some  future  time.   We  suggest  this  same  philosophy  can  be  applied 
to  the  ADH' s  long-range  proposal  involving  highway  construction 
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through  portions  of  Joseph  Creek,  Middle  Fork,  North  Fork,  Champion 
Creek  and  Mosquito  Fork  within  the  study  area  of  Fortymile  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  (page  37).   Another  option  would  be  to  desig- 
nate the  river  crossings  of  proposed  surface  transportation  corri- 
dors as  "Scenic"  or  "Recreational"  segments  of  the  proposed  Forty- 
mile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  system.   The  use  of  a  multiple 
classification  concept  has  been  demonstrated  on  the  Rogue  River  in 
Oregon.   This  option  should  remain  open  pending  further  transporta- 
tion/wild and  scenic  river  studies  in  east-central  Alaska. 

(d)  Maps  #6,  #7  and  #9  in  Chapter  I  show  alternate  and  proposed  high- 
way locations  through  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  study  area.   We  sug- 
gest these  maps  and  the  discussion  on  page  37  be  modified  to  indicate 
that  the  proposed  surface  transportation  corridors  through  the  vicinity 
of  this  proposal  area  were  contained  in  the  joint  Alaska  Railroad,  ADH 
July  1973  recommendations  to  LUPC.   The  State  of  Alaska's  proposal 
thus  included  both  railroads  and  highways.   We  would  like  to  see  the 
above  maps  modified  in  the  FEIS  by  indicating  these  routes  are  planned 
as  surface  transportation  corridors.   This  would  allow  the  ADH  and  the 
U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation  flexibility  in  considering  alter- 
native modes  of  ground  transportation  systems  when  environmental/re- 
connaissance studies  are  initiated  in  east-central  Alaska. 

(2)  Chapter  II  -  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT;   During  1972-1973, 
Mr.  Jules  V.  Tileston,  Alaska  Task  Force  Leader  for  BOR,  submitted 
various  reports  on  river  studies  being  undertaken  in  Alaska  to  our 
FHWA  Division  Engineer  in  Alaska.   Division  Engineer  Gene  Hanna  for- 
warded these  draft  studies  to  our  office  with  his  analysis  of  the 
information  contained  therein.   Generally,  it  was  noted  by  Mr.  Hanna 
that  the  BOR  included  road  proposals  by  the  ADH  in  these  reports  and 
no  objections  were  offered  by  BOR  to  highway  crossings  of  the  rivers 
where  proposed.   Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator  L.  E.  Lybecker 
provided  responses  to  Mr.  Tileston  on  numerous  occasions  which  re- 
flected Mr.  Hanna' s  evaluations  of  the  BOR  draft  study  reports.   These 
reports  did  not  contain  BOR's  recommendations  for  river  classification 
as  "Wild",  "Scenic"  or  "Recreational"  as  provided  for  in  the  1968  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  Act.   Rather,  these  reports  included  a  "Description 
of  the  Environment"  section  similar  to  what  DEIS  #73-109  now  contains. 

On  page  48,  under  TRANSPORTATION,  the  BOR  has  noted  the  ADH  (July  1973) 
has  long-range  plans  to  construct  a  highway  to  the  Taylor  Highway 
through  the  center  of  the  Fortymile  River  Basin,  and  to  link  the  com- 
munities of  Eagle  and  Circle  with  a  highway  along  the  south  side  of 
the  Yukon  River.   We  suggest  this  discussion  be  modified  to  indicate 
that  the  proposed  "surface  transportation  corridors"  were  contained  in 
the  joint  Alaska  Railroad,  ADH  July  1973  recommendations  to  LUPC. 
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On  page  108,  under  RECPEATION-LDUTATT.ONS,  we  again  suggest  the  ref- 
erence be  made  to  "surface  transportation  corridors"  in  the  FEIS. 

(3)  Chapter  III  -  ENVIRONMENTAL  .IMP/XT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION:   We 
disagree  with  the  BOR's  assessment  on  pages  127-128,  under  IMPACT  ON 
TRANSPORTATION-FUTURE  HIGHWAYS ,  especially  as  their  assessment  relates 
to  surface  transportation  corridors  that  were  planned  to  serve  east- 
central  and  central  Alaska.   The  BOR  assessment  deals  only  with  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
proposal.   The  surface  transportation  proposals  of  the  Alaska  Rail- 
road and  the  ADH,  as  submitted  to  LUPC  in  July  1973,  were  designed 

to  serve  a  much  larger  region  of  Alaska.   We,  therefore,  suggest  that 
any  assessment  of  the  impacts  of  this  BOR  proposal  on  transportation 
should  also  take  into  consideratioii  the  collective  impacts  of  other 
Department  of  Interior  proposals,  such  as  the  National  Park  Service's 
proposed  Yukon-Charley  National  Rivers,  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries 
and  Wildlife's  proposed  Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  BOR's 
proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  and  the  subject  proposal.   A  map  and 
discussion  of  the  collective  impacts  of  implementing  these  proposals 
should  be  included  in  the  FEIS  which  would  expand  on  the  interrela- 
tionship of  the  above  Department  of  Interior  proposals  and  the  total 
effect  on  planned  surface  transportation  corridors  in  east-central  and 
central  Alaska. 

(4)  Chapter  IV  -  MITIGATING  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSAL:   We 
were  pleased  to  note  that  the  detailed  management  and  development  plan, 
to  be  prepared  for  the  Fortymile  River  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
system  within  one  year  after  designation,  will  be  accomplished  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  close  cooperation  with  other  Federal  and 
State  agencies,  local  groups  and  the  Doyon,  Ltd.  National  Regional 
Corporation. 

(5)  Chapter  VIII  -  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION:   Alternatives 

1.  No  Action,  2.  State  H.-nagcment  and  3.  Native  Management,  if  selected 
by  BOR,  would  be  less  restrictive  on  proposed  surface  transportation 
facilities.   These  options  should  remain  open  pending  further  planning 
of  transportation/wild  and  scenic  river  studies  in  east-central  and 
central  Alaska. 

Alternative  4  considers  three  different  segments;  one  expands  the  pro- 
posal and  the  other  two  reduce  the  proposal.   Alternate  4-1  as  shown 
on  Map  #14,  page  155,  would  add  825  miles  of  the  Alaskan  portion  of  the 
Fortymile  River  drainage  with  up  to  750,000  acres  of  adjacent  lands  in- 
to the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.   This  option  would  be 
much  more  restrictive  on  surface  transportation  systems  than  BOR's 
basic  proposal,  which  recommends  375  miles  plus  320,000  acres  for  ad- 
dition to  the  national  system  of  wild  and  scenic  rivers.   Therefore, 
we  recommend  no  further  consideration  of  Alternative  4-1. 


184 


Alternatives  4-2  end   4-3  would  include  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  S>:Jtcm  those  portions  of  the  For tynile  River  drainage  that  are 
road  accessible  (95  miles  and  up  to  111,500  acres  of  adjacent  lands), 
or  only  those  portions  adjoined  by  other  Federal  lands  (90  miles  and 
up  to  110,000  acres  of  adjacent  lands)  respectively.   Both  of  these 
alternatives  would  be  less  restrictive  concerning  impacts  on  surface 
transportation  systems  than  BOR's  proposal  in  Chapter  I.   Therefore, 
we  recor.u.icnd  these  options  be  given  further  consideration. 

On  pages  163-164,  the  B0R  discusses  the  option  of  classifying  the 
entire  375~mile  proposal  area  as  "Recreational".   This  was  recom- 
mended by  Doyon,  Ltd.   While  this  option  would  be  less  restrictive 
on  surface  transportation  systems,  we  feel  the  Fortymile  River  drain- 
age area  warrants  some  higher  measure  of  protection,  such  as  the 
"Scenic"  classification  would  provide.   With  careful  planning  and 
cooperative  effort  by  all  concerned  agencies  and  groups,  a  high  degree 
of  compatibility  can  be  achieved  between  transportation  facilities  and 
recreational  areas,  such  as  the  Fortymile  River  proposal  under  a 
"Scenic"  classification. 

On  pages  166-169,  the  DOR.  discusses  the  option  of  inclusion  of  the 
proposal  area  of  320,000  acres  or  an  expanded  area  into  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System.   We  consider  this  option  to  be  too 
restrictive  regarding  surface  transportation  systems. and  recommend 
that  no  further  consideration  be  given  to  designating  the  area  as 
wilderness. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 


1.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the  Land  Use 
Planning  Commission  recommendations  in  Alaska,  and  public 
hearing  testimony  resulting  therefrom.  The  Department 
recognizes  that  further  information  is  needed  to  reflect 
Alaska's  transportation  and  utility  requirements.  Public 
Law  93-153  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  review 
the  need  for  a  national  system  of  transportation  and 
utility  corridors  across  Federal  lands.  After  studies 

are  completed,  recommendations  for  transportation  corridors 
will  be  submitted  to  Congress.  We  would  expect  these 
recommendations  to  give  full  consideration  to  data 
collected  by  the  Land  Use  Planning  Commission. 

2.  Recognition  of  the  proposed  transportation  corridors 
has  been  included  in  Section  II,  Transportation;  and  the 
effect  upon  transportation,  in  our  view,  has  been  fully 
recognized  in  this  EIS  and  explicitly  stated  where  there 

is  interaction.  We  wish  to  point  out  FHWA's  assumption  that 
the  Alaska  Department  of  Highway's  "potential"  transportation 
plan  of  July  1973  is  a  fully  coordinated  and  environmentally 
balanced  plan  in  all  respects.  That  assumption  is 
questionable  inasmuch  as  no  environmental  impact  statement 
on  the  whole  system  has  ever  been  prepared  and  circulated 
by  FHWA.  The  assumption  is  further  weakened  by  the  fact 
that  the  State  of  Alaska  and  this  Department  reached  general 
agreement  on  the  d-2  withdrawal  areas  themselves  nearly  a 
year  prior  to  public  release  of  the  "potential"  transportation 
corridors  in  the  July  1973  plan. 

3.  In  passing  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971, 
Congress  gave  very  clear  attention  to  the  regional,  State,  and 
national  effects  of  the  Alaska  land  transfers  necessary  to 
provide  Native  claim  settlement,  to  meet  the  outstanding 
requirements  of  Alaskan  statehood,  and  to  provide  for  the 
continuing  administration  of  the  public  lands.  It  directed  the 
Secretary  to  withdraw  lands  for  the  Four  Systems  of  National 
Parks,  Forests,  Wildlife  Refuges,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
after  other  factors  were  taken  into  account  in  the  planning 
process . 
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Congress  further  provided  for  the  establishment  of  a  Joint 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission  and  the  orderly  implementation 
of  the  planning  process  concerning  areas  planned  and  best 
suited  for  permanent  reservation  in  Federal  ownership.  It 
called  for  recommendations  to  insure  that  economic  growth 
and  development  was  planned  in  an  orderly  and  compatible  way 
with  State  and  national  environmental  objectives  and  the 
public  interest  in  public  lands,  parks,  forests,  and  wildlife 
refuges  in  Alaska,  as  well  as  the  economic  and  social  well- 
being  of  the  Native  people  and  other  residents  of  Alaska. 
An  agreement  was  reached  with  the  State  on  the  general  area 
of  the  Four  Systems  proposals  more  specifically  set  forth 
here.  These  considerations  and  steps  were  examined  and 
implemented  prior  to  the  individual  development  of  Federal 
proposals  with  finite  boundary  lines  and  acreage  limits.  The 
need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  was  recognized  also  during 
the  development  of  the  environmental  impact  statements  on  the 
detailed  proposals.  The  cumulative  aspects  of  each  proposal, 
where  they  could  be  detected  with  reasonable  assurance  of 
significance,  are  noted  in  the  evaluations  of  that  proposal. 
Appropriate  analyses  in  the  statements  are  developed  on  a 
regional  basis  for  some  proposals  and,  in  other  cases,  on  a 
statewide  or  broader  basis.  It  would  be  repetitive  to 
undertake  an  additional  EIS  to  the  28  already  completed. 

Anyone  wishing  to  ascertain  overall  effect  may  do  so  by  reading 
the  aggregate  impact  of  all  or  part  of  the  proposals  that  would 
be  involved  and  considering  them  the  same  as  the  sum  of  the 
impact  discussed  in  each  of  the  environmental  statements.  The 
statements  are  being  issued  and  are  available  on  the  basis  of 
sets  of  28.  Where  the  total  cumulative  impact  in  a  region  or 
the  State  appears  particularly  significant  in  relationship  to 
a  given  proposal,  the  subject  statements  involved  are  modified 
to  include  any  additional  impact  considerations  not  previously 
described  among  the  analyses  involved.  It  is  the  considered 
opinion  of  the  Department  that  these  foregoing  actions  and  the 
statements  themselves,  taken  together,  do  constitute  a  good 
faith  effort  at  providing  a  fair  and  accurate  evaluation  of 
aggregate  or  cumulative  impact  on  major  regions,  the  State,  and 
the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

The  general  map,  prepared  for  distribution  with  the  final 
environmental  impact  statements,  shows  the  physical  relationship 
of  the  28  proposals. 
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U.  S.     ENVIRONMENTAL     PROTECTION     AGENCY 

.rftCDSr^  ALASKA    OPERATIONS    OFFICE 

/>,'       /'"  ,'\        -f  Room   G66,   Fedoial    Building 

S    i-  \  •       /  -     ?;,  605   West   Fourth   Avenue 

Q    \  \>V  /     "  Anchorage,  Alaska    99501 

\      ^ 

iPR0'  July   18,    1974 

RFPIY  TO 
ATTN  OF: 


Mr.  Theodore  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Subject:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements 
as  listed  on  Page  3 

Dear  Mr .  Swem: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  subject:  draft 
environmental  impact,  statements  and  does  not  anticipate  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  these  proposed  actions  as  related 
to  EPA's  areas  of  expertise.   The  major  impacts  will  be  primarily  economic 
due  to  the  limited  use  these  lands "will  be  subjected  to.   We  assume  that 
if  these  lands  are  reclassified  or  if  specific  developments  are  authorized 
on  these  lands  at  some  future  time,  an  environmental  impact  statement  will 
be  written  which  considers  the  environmental  effects  of  the  new  proposed 
land  uses  and  EPA  would  provide  comments  at  that  time. 

We  are  concerned,  however,  that  these  lands  will  be  managed  on  an 
individual  basis  rather  than  in  association  with  other  surrounding 
lands  and  other  planning  agencies.   Thus,  for  a  given  region  where  one  of  1 
proposals  is  located  there  will  be  at  least  three  planning  groups  — 
the  Federal  Government,  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  regional  Native  Cor- 
porations.  We  suggest  that  provisions  be  provided  that  will  allow 
the  implementation  of  regional  planning  which  would  provide  for  the 
most  effective  resource  management. 

These  draft  impact  statements  have  been  classified  as  Category  LO-1. 
The  classification  and  the  date  of  EPA's  comments  will  be  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  in  accordance  with  our  responsibility  to  inform 
the  public  of  our  views  on  proposed  Federal  actions  under  Section  309 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
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Definitions  of  the  categories  arc  provided  on  the  attachment. 
Our  procedure  is  to  categorize  our  comments  on  both  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  proposed  action  and  the  adequacy  of  the  impact 
statement  at  the  draft  stage. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  categorization  procedures, 
please  let  us  know. 


Srhcerely  yours , 

Y^-Jn^ 

7 1' Oscar  E.  Dickason 
Director 
Alaska  Operations  Office 
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Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Unalaklect  proposal 
f*    '  *%  has  been  reproduced. 


I  JsV^I        UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
^'"tPRo^  WASHINGTON.   D.C.     20460 


22  AUG  1974 


offict  of  thc 

AtJMIM^lKAlOU 


Mr.  Theodore  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Mr .  Swem : 

This  is  intended  as  an  addendum  to  EPA's  comments 
of  July  18,  1974,  on  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statements  (EIS's)  on  the  "Alaska  Native  Claims 
Withdrawal  Proposals."   We  are  enclosing  several 
additional  comments  on  the  individual  EIS's,  however, 
you  should  be  aware  that  these  additional  comments 
do  not  change  the  earlier  rating  as  expressed  in  the 
July  18,  1974,  comment  letter. 

We  do  not  feel  that  the  cumulative  impact  of  the 
withdrawals  upon  the  Alaskan  environment  has  been  addresse 
by  these  separate  statements.   Accordingly,  we  believe 
that  it  would  be  appropriate  for  DOI  to  prepare  an 
overview  or  summary  EIS  to  accompany  the  individual 
final  EIS's  which  would  address  these  cumulative 
impacts.   The  overview  statement  might  include  a 
map  displaying  the  scheme  of  the  area  withdrawals 
in  relation  to  areas  of  prime  ecological  concern  and 
to  the  existing  National  Parks  and  Forests  in  Alaska. 
I\   view  such  as  this  would  facilitate  the  reviewers' 
understanding  of  the  total  area  involved.   It  would 
also  be  useful  to  differentiate  between  the  management 
practices  i\nd   authorities  at  National  Parks,  Forests, 
and  Refuges  within  the  overview  statement.   The  EIS's 
relating  to  National  Forest  proposals,  for  example, 
included  a  useful  chart  summarizing  the  current 
management  practices  under  ?Iational  Forest  and  Wildlife 
Refuge  administration.   This  chart  might  be  expanded 
to  include  National  Park  and  Wilderness  Area 
administration . 
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text  and  alternatives  of  the  proposals.  While  the  purpose  of 
the  proposals  are  laudable  relative  to  enhancing  the  environ- 
ment of  the  areas  discussed,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
Alaska  Native  and  his  culture  are  important  components  of  the 
total  scene  and  must  be  dealt  with  accordingly.  It  is  my 
fondest  hope  that  the  proposers  do  not  assume  that  the  ANCSA 
lands  distribution  will  solve  all  problems  of  Native  cultural 
retention  and  subsistence. 

"To  assure  and  insure  that  cultural  retention  and  subsistence 
activities  are  guaranteed,  this  should  be  spelled  out  and 
factored  into  e_ach_  alternative  so  that  acceptance  of  any  one 
alternative  will  not  destroy  the  Native  features  of  the  en- 
vironment." 

Another  reviewer  is  concerned  that  consideration  be  given  to  the  concept  o 
training  and  utilizing  Alaskan  Natives  as  professional  staff  for  the 
various  new  positions  created  to  manage  these  lands  on  a  protective  basis. 
Page  20  of  the  EIS  for  the  proposed  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  indi- 
cates that  Native  employment  will  only  be  in  non-professional  capacities. 

Region  X  DHEW  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  these  proposals. 

Sincerely, 


I 


David  P.  Miller 

Acting  Regional  Environmental  Officer 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


1.  Section  I,  Administration  -  Management,  provides  for  the 
development  of  a  master  plan  within  one  year  of  authorization. 
That  plan  will  be  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  will  involve  the  full  cooperation  and  active  participation 
of  other  Federal  and  State  agencies,  local  and  Native  interest 
groups,  and  existing  and  potential  user  groups. 

2.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  No.  1  to  the  comments  from  the  Forest 
Service . 
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UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

Washington,  dc    2cxos 


FEB  1 3  137-:- 


Mr.    Theodor  R.   Swem 

Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group- 

U.S.   Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,   D.  C.     20405 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

As  requested  in  your  December  28  letter,   the  General  Services 
Administration  has  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statements  in  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 
of  1971. 


Our  review  of  these  draft  environmental  impact  statements  discloses 
no  problems  of  concern  to  this  agency. 


Sincarely 


LARRY  F.   ROUSH 
Deputy  Administrator  for 
Special  Projects 
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Federal- State 

Land  Use  Planning  Commission 

For  Alaska 


733  W.   FOURTH   AVENUE,  SUITE  400 
ANCHORAGE,   ALASKA    99501 


July  3,  1974 


Mr.  Theodore  R  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Ted: 

In  accordance  with  the  Commission's  letter  of  May  28,  1974,  to 
Secretary  Morton,  I  am  enclosing  copies  of  our  technical  comments 
on  your  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for  the  following 
proposed  areas: 


Arctic,  N.W.R. 
Chukchi- Irauruk,  N.W. 
Gates  of  the  Arctic,  N.P. 
Katmai,  N.P. 
Lake  Clark,  N.P. 
Noatak,  N.E.R. 
Togiak,  N.W.R. 
Wrangell  Mountains,  N.F. 
Yukon-Charley,  N.R. 
Yukon  Flats,  N.W.R. 


Cape  Krusenstern,  N.M. 

Fortymile,  N.W.S.R. 

Harding  Icef ields-Kenai  Fiords 

Iliamna,  N.R.R. 

Koyukuk,  N.W.R. 

Mt.  McKinley,  N.P. 

Porcupine,  N.F. 

Unalakleet,  N.W.R. 

Wrangell-St.  Elias,  N.P. 

Yukon  Delta,  N.W.R. 

Yukon- Kuskokwim ,  N.F. 


Sincerely  yoflrs, 


T.  G/  Bingham 
Executive  Director 

TGB:vsc 

Enclosure 
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Technical  Adequacy  Review  of  Proposed 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Completed  Only  For  Chapter  II  Description  and 
Chapter  III  Environmental  Impact  of  Proposed  Action 


Proposed  Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 


Prepared  by 
Resource  Planning  Team,  FSLUPC 

May  1974 
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Proposed  Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 

Chapter  II  Description  of  the  Environment 

Page  44  Population 

Southeast  Fairbanks  Census  Division  —  "This  was  a  new  Division  created 

for  the  1970  census." 

Comment:  The  above  sentence  might  be  better  written  as  follows: 
"This  area  was  a  new  division  in  the  1970  census."  The  Division 
was  previously  part  of  the  Fairbanks  census  area. 

Page  84  Soils 

Comment:   The  SCS  of  USDA  will  supply  the  Secretary  with  current 

soil  information. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
RESOURCE  PLANNING  TEAM 
FEDERAL-STATE  LAND  USE  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


1.  The  comment  is  appreciated  and  the  text  has  been  revised 
accordingly. 

2.  The  text  (Section  I,  Administration  -  Management)  recognizes 
the  need  to  develop  a  master  plan  within  one  year  of  authori- 
zation. Said  plan  will  establish  the  carrying  capacity  of 
the  area.  This  will  require  knowledge  of  soil  capability 
which  will  have  to  be  obtained  from  available  data  or  a  soils 
investigation . 
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©FFECE  ®F  TOE  GOVEW2V© 

STATE  PLANNING  AKD  RESEARCH 


WILLIAM  A.  EGAH.  GOVERNOR 


Phone  465-3512 
POUCH  AD- IUNEAU  99801 


July  22,  1974 


Only  that  portion  of  this   letter 
addressing   the  Fortymile  proposal 
has  been  reproduced. 


Mr.  Theodor  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.    20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Attached  hereto  is  the  response  of  the  State  of  Alaska  to  the  28  draft.  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  submitted  by  your  office  for  review  on  January  3,  1G74. 

V;3  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  statements,  and  hope 
chf-t  cur  review  will  be  helpful  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  preparation 
of  a  comprehensive  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  relative  to  the  proposed 
legislation  known  as  The  Alaska  Conservation  Act  (S.2917)  ,  prepared  and  submitted 
by  Secretary  Morton. 


Yours  trulv, 

o  ).. 


R.  W.  Pavitt,  AIP 
Director 
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STATE  OF  ALASKA 


Response  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for  lands  withdrawn  under 
Section  17(d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  and  proposed  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Parks,  Forests,  Wildlife 
Refuge  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Systems. 


Juneau,  Alaska 
July  22,  1974 
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I.    OVERVIEW 


The  comments  contained  in  this  report  and  the  attachments  thereto  should  be 
considered  as  the  State's  formal  response  to  the  Department  of  Interior's  recommen- 
dations regarding  land  withdrawn  pursuant  to  Section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska 
Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (Public  Law  92-203)  .    The  comments  apply  to  all 
28  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  and  include  the  State's  comments 
on  seven  of  the  proposals  which  were  submitted  on  June  22,  1974. 

The  one  overriding  area  of  concern  relating  to  all  of  the  proposals  is  that  each 

individual  statement  deals  with  a  small  area  of  Alaska  and  does  not  look  at  the 

impact  on  the  State  as  a  whole,  nor  even  on  a  major  region.    The  "major  federal 

action"  involved  in  the  proposed  implementation  of  Section  17  (d)  (2)  is  the  addition 

of  over  83  million  acres  (130,000  square  miles)  of  land  in  Alaska  to  the  over 

47  million  acres  already  included  in  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  National  Park, 

National  Forest  and  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Management  Systems.    Although  individual 

environmental  impact  statements  can  and  should  be  required  for  individual 

federal  actions,  it  is  obvious  that  in  this  instance  a  single  comprehensive  environmental 

impact  statement  relating  to  the  social,  economic,  physical  and  environmental 

consequences  of  the  proposed  federal  action  concerning  83  million  acres  is  needed 

to  comply  with  the  provisions  and  intent  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 

Act.    The  State  will  demand  and  require  that  such  an  impact  statement  be  prepared, 

as  the  examination  of  individual  parts  of  the  overall  proposed  action  do  not  give 

a  fair  and  accurate  evaluation  of  the  impact  upon  the  State  as  a  whole,  and  upon 

the  nation  as  well . 

The  ultimate  effect  of  the  approval  of  the  proposed  actions  would  be  to  divide 
the  State  into  a  number  of  isolated  enclaves  having  little  or  no  relationship  with 
each  other.    Such  fractionalization  can  and  will  lead  to  serious  administrative 
problems  at  federal,  state  and  local  levels,  tend  to  break  down  the  prevailing 
cooperative  spirit  for  the  solving  of  problems,  and  can  only  lead  to  serious  adverse 
social,  economic,  and  environmental  consequences  for  Alaska. 
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Recognizing  the  imminent  shortage  of  metals  and  minerals,  Congress  enacted 
the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  of  19  70.    This  Act  requires  an  annual  report 
to  Congress  from  the  Secretary  of  Interior  on  the  state  of  the  mineral  industry 
both  domestic  and  foreign,  apprising  the  nation  of  domestic  shortcomings.    These 
reports  have  pointed  out  the  increasing  world  demand  and  decreasing  future 
supplies  of  necessary  and  strategic  minerals.    In  his  1973  report  to  the  Congress, 
Secretary  Morton  pointed  out: 

1.  Energy  and  minerals  are  the  life-blood  of  our  industrial  economy. .  . "; 

2.  "Development  of  our  domestic  resources  is  not  keeping  pace  with 
our  needs. . ." 

The  emphasis  by  the  Secretary  on  these  increasing  mineral  deficiencies  both 
domestic  and  worldwide  appears  inconsistent  with  the  creation  of  the  proposed 
vast  National  Parks,  Refuges  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  in  Alaska's  rich  mineral 
potential  areas.    Many  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  have  indicated 
that  mining  and  mineral  exploration  will  be  one  of  the  first  activities  which  will 
be  restricted  or  completely  forbidden  within  the  newly  created  management  areas  . 
In  fact,  the  proposals  of  the  Department  of  Interior  contained  in  S.2917  actually 
employ  language  that  would  prohibit  geological  and  geophysical  studies  to  identify 
and  evaluate  the  mineral  content  of  many  of  these  areas;  even  by  the  Department 
of  Interior. 

The  State  of  Alaska  has  been  described  as  one  of  the  major  remaining  untapped 
storehouses  of  mineral  wealth  in  the  North  American  continent.    Yet,  only  a  very 
small  part  of  the  State  has  been  geological  mapped  or  subjected  to  geophysical 
exploration  to  determine  the  mineral  potential.    In  nearly  all  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements,  a  subtle  argument  has  been  presented  suggesting  that  not 
knowing  the  mineral  potential  in  an  area  is  tantamount  to  it  not  having  potential. 
This  is  then  used  to  justify  statements  to  the  effect  that  the  closure  of  these 
areas  to  mining  and  exploration  will  have  only  a  slight  impact  on  the  State  or 
the  nation.    This  is,  of  course,  a  completely  fallacious  argument  and  must  be 
most  strenuously  objected  to. 
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It  is  the  position  of  the  State  of  Alaska  that  if  long  range  plans  are  not  developed 
now  for  the  careful  inventory  of  mineral  resources  and  provision  for  supervised 
extraction  of  resources  within  the  proposed  withdrawals,  as  well  as  the  remainder 
of  the  State,  the  time  will  eventually  come  when  the  minerals  will  be  exploited 
under  conditions  of  extreme  national  pressure,  and  with  little  regard  to  the  ecology 
which  they  were  proposed  to  protect.    It  is  necessary  that  stipulations  be  reached 
to  allow  scientific  research,  inventory,  and  planned  supervised  extraction  of 
natural  resources  as  needed  and  required  by  the  State  and  the  nation  prior  to 
the  final  classification  of  any  of  these  areas  . 

Within  each  of  the  28  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  there  is  a  reference 
to  a  number  of  hearings  which  were  held  by  the  Joint  State-Federal  Land  Use 
Planning  Commission  in  regards  to  that  particular  proposal.    However,  the  hearings 
held  by  the  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  in  May  and  June  of  1973  were  primarily 
concerned  with  eliciting  the  feelings  and  views  of  the  residents  of  the  State  of 
Alaska  on  what  the  appropriate  land  use  would  be  for  the  (d)  (2)  withdrawals. 
At  the  time  of  the  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  hearings,  the  specific  intentions 
of  the  federal  agencies  for  classification  of  the  (d)  (2)  were  not  known  to  the 
public  (and  probably  not  to  the  agencies  themselves)  .    One  of  the  underlying 
purposes  of  the  LUPC  hearings  was  the  possibility  of  the  development  of  innovative 
management  systems  within  the  withdrawals  which  could  accommodate  the  needs 
and  wishes  of  the  peoples  of  Alaska  and  of  the  nation  as  a  whole. 

Since  that  time  the  Department  of  Interior  has  distributed  its  proposals  for  classifi- 
cation of  the  (d)  (2)  lands,  and  the  public  has  become  more  aware  of  Interior's 
intentions .    Many  people  would  like  the  opportunity  to  voice  their  opinions  on 
the  Department  of  Interior's  controversial  proposals  at  a  public  hearing.    To 
facilitate  this  purpose,  the  Department  of  Interior,  in  all  fairness,  should  hold 
public  hearings  on  each  of  the  specific  proposals  in  the  area  to  be  affected,  to 
obtain  and  consider  public  opinion  in  the  overall  environmental  assessment. 
If  this  course  of  action  is  not  taken,  it  can  only  be  assumed  that  the  Department 
of  Interior  is  not  interested  in  public  views  and  does  not  wish  to  expose  itself 
to  opposing  elements. 
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There  appears  to  be  a  tendency  in  each  proposal  to  propose  withdrawal  and  classifi- 
cation of  land  areas  vastly  exceeding  that  necessary  to  protect  the  features  and 
qualities  which  prompted  the  action.    An  example- of  this  tendency  is  the  proposed 
Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument  where  the  Department  has  seen  fit  to  recommend 
the  withdrawal  of  3,000  square  miles  to  protect  30  square  miles  of  sand  dunes. 

The  Draft  Statements  uniformly  fail  to  justify  the  need  for  the  classification,  boundaries 
and  size  of  the  proposals,  although  most  of  the  reports  imply  that  controls  and 
regulations  are  needed  for  even  an  expanded  area  which  would  extend  beyond 
the  boundaries  of  a  given  withdrawal  to  avoid  significant  impacts  on  the  area 
withdrawn.    To  justify  these  extraterritorial  areas  of  cooperative  management, 
the  Department  of  Interior  has  created  the  term  "Area  of  Ecological  Concern" , 
although  no  basis  can  be  found  in  Section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claim 
Settlement  Act  authorizing  such  a  land  classification. 


The  concept  of  an  "Area  of  Ecological  Concern"  established  in  conjunction  with 
a  national  park  or  a  wildlife  refuge  is  in  theory  quite  commendable,  and  represents 
an  innovative  step  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of  Interior.    As  has  been  stated 
many  times  in  the  (d)  (2)  environmental  impact  statements,  the  arbitrarily  drawn 
straight  boundary  lines  which  encompass  parks,  refuges,  etc.  many  times  do 
not  provide  an  effective  management  area  for  the  protection  of  ecological  features. 
The  (d)  (2)  proposals  indicate  that  in  theory  the  Areas  of  Ecological  Concern 
would  be  administered  by  cooperative  agreements  between  the  managing  agency 
of  the  federal  withdrawal  and  the  adjacent  landowners  within  the  Area  of  Ecological 
Concern.    This  can  be  an  effective  and  important  management  tool  for  the  protection 
of  these  areas  as  long  as  the  affected  land  owners  are  considered  and  treated 
as  an  equal  partner  in  the  relationship.    Equal  partnership,  however,  means 
that  the  Department  must  be  as  willing  to  let  its  neighbors  know  and  affect  what 
it  proposes  to  do  inside  of  the  federal  withdrawal  as  the  neighbors  in  turn  must 
be  willing  to  comply  with  federal  requests  and  restrictions. 

A  factor  not  adequately  addressed  in  any  of  these  proposals  and  which  makes 
it  imperative  that  a  single  draft  environmental  statement  for  the  entire  83  million 
acres  be  prepared  concerns  the  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer  for  administering 
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The  apparent  jealousies,  and  lack  of  confidence  and  trust  among  the  various 
federal  agencies  is  made  abundantly  clear  in  the  analysis  of  these  documents. 
The  advocative  inference  that  only  through  a  particular  agency's  management 
system  can  the  national  interests  in  a  particular  proposal  be  truly  protected  does 
little  to  instill  confidence  in  the  federal  management  system. 

Although  it  is  to  be  expected  that  an  individual  agency  would  lobby  within  the 

Draft  Environment  Impact  Statements  for  the  establishment  of  its  particular  managemen 

system,  this  advocacy  has  unfortunately  been  allowed  to  color  their  analysis 

of  information  and  throws  serious  question  as  to  the  validity  of  their  conclusions 

and  recommendations.    The  draft  statements  are  replete  with  incorrect,  biased 

and  misinterpreted  information .    Agencies  have  suppressed  information  which 

disagreed  with  their  predetermined  positions,  and  have  resorted  to  the  use  of 

emotional  cliches  and  outright  distortion  of  facts  in  an  apparent  attempt  to  display 

their  environmental  fervor . 

The  lack  of  knowledge  of  the  agencies  with  respect  to  the  subject  of  subsistence 
is  appalling  and  appears  to  ignore  the  fact  that  the  Native  people  of  Alaska  hav^ 
survived  for  literally  thousands  of  years  in  a  hostile  environment  only  because 
they  practiced  the  type  of  sustained  yield  management  that  is  the  ultimate  objective 
of  conservation.    Surely  the  imposition  of  bureacratic  federal  regulatory  measures 
on  this  exemplary  balance  of  man  and  his  environment  is  unwarranted,  unjustified 
and  unsupported  by  any  factual  information  contained  in  the  draft  statements. 

The  fold-out  map  following  this  overview  is  an  accurate  scale  representation 
of  the  State  of  Alaska  superimposed  on  a  map  of  the  coterminous  states  drawn 
to  the  same  scale  (1  inch  =  135  miles)  .    The  proposals,  as  outlined  in  the  draft 
statements,  will  dramatically  affect  land  use,  transportation,  subsistence,  commun- 
ications, recreation  and  other  factors  that  relate  directly  to  the  quality  of  life 
and  the  viability  of  Alaska  as  a  sovereign  state.    It  is  felt  that  only  by  portraying 
graphically  the  existing  federal  withdrawals  and  their  geographic  relationship 
to  the  proposed  additions  to  the  "four  systems"  can  the  true  impact  of  the  size 
and  importance  of  these  proposals  be  fully  understood. 
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FORTYMILE  NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER 
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FORTYMILE  NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER 


General   Comments 


The  proposal  to  add  375  miles  of  the  Fortymile  River  under  the  management  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  could  create  a  recreational  river  through  a  highly 
mineralized  area.  It  is  historically  one  of  the  older,  placer  mining  districts 
in  the  State.  It  is  also  one  of  the  more  accessible  wild  river  proposals  with  rich 
wildlife  and  fisheries.  It  receives  a  fair  amount  of  recreational  use  such  as  hunting 
fishing,  canoeing,  recreational  gold  panning,  etc. ,  and  it  is  believed  that  the 
attraction  of  Eagle  and  Dawson  at  the  ends  of  the  Taylor  Highway  should  become 
a  magnetic  factor  in  attracting  people  to  this  general  area  possibly  greater  than 
this  proposal.  This  would  then  become  a  related  recreational  wild  river  rather 
than  the  principal  attraction.  This  is  a  highly  unusual  proposal  for  a  wild  river 
through  an  area  that  has  been  affected  by  mining  activity.  It  is  difficult  to  visualize 
wild  river  designation  on  certain  streams  in  the  vicinity  of  Chicken. 

As  drawn,  the  plan  could  freeze  development  of  Chicken  and  Jack  Wade  communities 
and  would  prohibit  or  complicate  mining.    A  call  for  a  mile-wide  barrier  on  either 
side  of  streams  simply  blocks  development  and  provides  no  scenic  protection 
corridor.    It  could  effectively  block  State  use  of  navigable  water  beds. 

The  Secretary  should  hold  hearings  on  this  proposal  at  several  locations  in  Alaska 
and  at  such  other  locations  as  the  Secretary  deems  desirable. 


The  State  of  Alaska  has  title  to  the  right-of-way  of  a  number  of  surface  transporta- 
tion routes  and  on  nearly  all  of  the  protracted  section  lines  which  lie  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  proposal.    These  rights-of-way  would  be  at  the  sole  discretion 
of  the  State  of  Alaska. 
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No  comments  were  made  regarding  the  archaeological  impact  of  this  proposal 
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FORTYMILE  NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER 


Specific  Comments 

Page  25  It  is  proposed  to  close  the  wild  river  portions  to  mineral  entry, 

including  leasing.    Other  areas  would  be  administered  under  an 
entry  permit  system  to  be  developed  by  BLM".    Restrictions  proposed 
include  relandscaping  of  disturbed  areas,  noise   (and  presumably 
air)  pollution  control,  as  well  as  the  standard  State  EPA  water  pollution 
control  reguirements .    It  also  calls  for  aesthetically  pleasing  buildings, 
log  is  specifically  mentioned,  for  any  construction.    But,  on  page 
131,  it  states  there  should  be  no  timber  cutting.    Also,  use  of  motor 
boats ,  all  terrain  vehicles  and  aircraft  would  be  restricted . 

Page  29  Aside  from  a  certain  negative  economic  effect  on  any  mining  operation, 

the  restrictions  could  impair  the  subsistence  hunting,  fishing  and 
trapping  existence  of  the  Natives;  although  on  page  29,  it  is  stated 
these  activities  can  continue  under  restrictions .    The  economic  potential 
of  the  area's  mineralization  is  conceded.    Aside  from  the  gold  mining 
dating  back  to  1836,  it  is  stated  on  page  75  that  "base  metal  lodes 
are  known  in  small  abundant  veins  throughout  the  basin,"  with 
geologic  conditions  favorable  to  "commercial  sized  deposits." 

Page  37  The  discussion  regarding  the  long  range  plans  of  the  Alaska  Department 

of  Highways  contains  a  number  of  errors.    As  indicated  in  the  submission 
of  corridors  to  the  Resource  Planning  Team  in  March  or  April  of 
1973  (not  the  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  in  July  of  1973)  ,  the 
single  transportation  corridor  we  are  advocating  is  the  one  which 
follows  the  Mosquito  Fork  to  the  vicinity  of  Chicken.    We  stated  categor- 
ically that  so  far  as  State  needs  are  concerned,  we  have  little  interest 
in  the  alternative  location  which  follows  the  Middle  Fork  and  Champion 
Creek  to  an  intersection  with  the  Taylor  Highway  south  of  Eagle. 
So  far  as  regional  transportation  needs  are  concerned,  the  reference 
to  the  northern  alternative  should  be  deleted  from  the  impact  statement. 

The  designation  of  the  Mosquito  Fork  as  a  Wild  River  would  force 
relocation  of  the  transportation  corridor  referred  to  above.     It  is 
incumbent  upon  the  proposing  agency  to  state  that  highway  or  utility 
facilities  would  be  precluded  in  the  Wild  River  corridor.     They  must 
objectively  address  both  the  direct  and  secondary  adverse  impacts 
of  this  action.    While  a  relocation  following  Kechumstuk  Creek  is 
possible,  both  terrain  and  soil  conditions  appear  less  suitable. 
The  impact  statement  should  make  a  comparison  of  the  future  additional 
costs  to  the  State  of  other  transportation  interests  to  those  benefits 
which  may  be  attributable  to  the  designation  of  the  lower  portion 
of  the  Mosquito  Fork  as  a  Wild  River. 
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Page  79  The  photo  caption  states  "Gold  Wining  in  the  Fortymile  River  has 

substantially  altered  the  environment,  yet  when  viewed  from  the 
river,  the  area  is  pleasing  to  the  eye."    How  does  one  reconcile 
this  statement  with  the  proposal's  stated  airms  of  severely  limiting, 
if  not  completely  preventing  similar  developments  over  much  of 
the  Fortymile  area?    Are  we  to  believe  the  actions  of  our  forefathers 
are  environmentally  acceptable  while  those  of  ourselves  and  our 
children  are  not?    The  subject  photo  caption  refutes  nearly  all  the 
rationalizations  contained  in  this  statement  which  purport  to  support 
the  need  for  Wild  or  Scenic  River  designations . 

Page  110  The  thoughts  expressed  immediately  above  are  especially  applicable 

to  pages  110  and  111  concerning  the  probable  future  environment 
without  the  proposal.    Keeping  in  mind  the  fact  that  the  40  Mile  River 
and  most  of  its  tributaries  supported  intensive  mining  activities 
in  years  past,  the  impact  statement  to  this  point  makes  it  clear  that 
these  past  activities  had  had  little,  if  any,  significant  effect  upon 
the  environment.    In  fact,  the  authors  go  so  far  as  to  describe  the 
existence  of  dredges,  dredge  tailings  and  certain  stream  diversions 
as  interesting  reminders  of  the  area's  history.    Yet  we  are  being 
asked  to  believe  that  if  this  proposal  is  not  implemented,  "the  existing 
environment  will  not  be  maintained  even  in  the  short  run  without 
intensive  management  program."    Not  only  are  the  author's  contentions 
completely  unsupported,  but  they  are  refuted  elsewhere  in  this 
document.    We  feel  that  if  the  authors  were  completely  candid  in 
their  assessment  of  the  situation,  they  would  be  forced  to  admit 
that  although  this  proposal  could  forestall  development  of  over  3 
million  acres  of  Alaska,  it  will  have  little  effect  one  way  or  another 
upon  the  probable  future  environment  of  the  Fortymile  River  System. 

Page  116  The  assessment  of  the  impact  on  mining  is  completely  invalid. 

Not  only  does  it  ignore  that  fact  that  the  foreclosure  of  the  use  of 
river  valleys  may  make  certain  upland  areas  practically  inaccessible, 
but  they  ignore  the  fact  that  in  spite  of  past  mining  activity,  there 
has  been  little  systematic  prospecting  of  the  area  by  modern  means. 
The  authors  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  proposal's  impact  upon 
mining  is  minimal  in  spite  of  the  existence  of  a  report  issued  by 
the  Interior  Department's  Bureau  of  Mines  in  July  of  1972  discussing 
the  mineral  potential  of  the  (d)  (1)  withdrawals. 

The  report  notes  that  the  area  (d)  (1)  - 12  has  been  mined  continuously 
since  the  1880's  for  placer  gold,  but  there  has  been  relatively  little 
lode  prospecting  until  recently.    The  mineral  sites,  the  local  geology, 
and  its  general  position  with  the  Pacific  Cordillera'  all  indicate  the 
area  to  be  favorable  for  large  copper  deposits.    Recently,  two  large 
deposits  of  copper  with  minor  molybdenum  have  been  found  adjacent 
to  the  area  in  the  Regional  Deficiency  Area  to  the  southwest. 

Asbestos  '.'posits  thought  to  be  of  commercial  grade  and  size  have 
been  found.    The  large  Clinton  Creek  asbestos  mine  in  Canada  is 
only  a  short  distance  across  the  border. 
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Page  124 


Page  128 


Metallic  lode  prospects  also  include  deposits  of:     Molybdenum,  lead, 
zinc,  magnetite,  antimony,  tungsten,  silver,  tin  and  deposits  associated 
with  ultramfics  containing  chromite,  cobalt,  nickel  and  platinum. 

Near  Chicken ,  a  vertical  bed  of  sub-bituninous  coal  over  20  feet 
thick  is  very  poorly  exposed  on  a  small  tributary  of  the  South  Fork 
of  the  Fortymile  River.    Continuity  and  reserves  are  unknown. 
Reserves  probably  are  too  small  to  be  of  national  importance  but 
the  coal  may  be  of  value  locally  as  a  source  of  power. 

In  light  of  the  existence  of  the  report  by  their  sister  Interior  Department 
agency,  we  find  it  incredible  that  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
wrote  off  the  mineral  potential  of  the  area  with  a  few  sweeping  general- 
izations.   They  must  make  a  candid  assessment  of  the  effect  on  State 
and  National  economies  of  effectively  foreclosing  mineral  development 
in  the  Fortymile  River  area. 

There  are  a  number  of  optimistic  predictions  regarding  the  favorable 
impact  of  increased  tourism  in  the  area.    They  predict  increased 
demand  for  tourist  services  both  within  the  area  and  along  the  Alaska 
highway  to  the  south.    The  authors  should  have  supported  their 
contention  that  the  increased  visitation  was  dependent  upon  implemen- 
tation of  the  proposal.    They  also  should  have  made  a  candid  com- 
parison on  the  local  economy  of  the  Wild  River  proposal  as  compared 
to,  for  example,  the  initiation  of  large  scale  mining  in  the  area. 

When  it  is  considered  that  Wild  River  designation  will  effectively 
preclude  any  type  of  development  on  the  valley  floor  of,  for  example, 
the  Mosquito  Fork,  it  is  difficult  to  preceive  how  this  could  be  construed 
as  a  "modest"  impact,  especially  when  the  State  has  identified  this 
same  valley  as  being  desirable  for  the  location  of  a  future  transportation 
facility.    The  proposing  agency  not  only  must  justify  their  proposal 
but  justify  foreclosing  other  options  which  may  exist. 
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Page  143         The  discussion  of  unavoidable  adverse  environmental  impacts  is 
totally  deficient.    They  have  completely  ignored  the  social  and, 
especially,  the  economic  impacts  of  foreclosing  development  and 
resource  extraction  in  a  significant  area  of  Alaska. 

Page  145  (Paragraph  3)  Short  term  economic  gain  may  be  foregone  from  develop- 

ment of  new  or  additional  homesites,  trade  manufacturing  sites  and 
small  tract  leases.    It  is  anticipated  that  any  such  loss  wall  be  offset 
by  accelerated  demand  for  increased  recreation  support  business 
by  local  private  enterprise.    If  business  opportunities  are  not  allowed 
to  expand  in  the  proposal  area,  just  who  is  going  to  benefit  from 
the  increased  business  predicted  by  the  BOR? 
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Page  151  (Paragraph  3)  If  the  proposal  is  not  implemented,  the  existing  withdrawals 

for   (d)  (2)  purposes  will  revert  to   (d)  (1)  .    However,  the  authors 
come  to  a  poorly-foundedconclusion  that  in   (d)  (1)  status,  management 
discretion  over  the  river  environment  is  reduced.     This  is  allegedly 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  concept  had 
been  considered  and  formally  rejected.     We  maintain  that  Wild  River 
designation  represents  a  "no  discretion"  philosophy,  that  is,  the 
management  of  a  single  use  purpose  of  maintaining  a  pristine  environment. 
We  maintain,  further,  that  reversion  to  (d)  (1)   status  would  given 
the  Secretary  the  discretionary  authority  to  maintain  the  Fortyrnile 
System  in  keeping  with  Wild  and  Scenic  philosophy,  but  at  the  same 
time,  to  permit  those  economic  developments  which  would  benefit 
both  the  State  and  the  Nation. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
STATE  OF  ALASKA 


1.    See  the  response  to  Forest  Service  comment  No.  1, 


2.    In  making  d-2  land  withdrawals  and  the  recommendations  to 

the  Congress  for  management  of  these  lands,  a  basic  dilemma 
was  faced  which  is  implicit  in  a  decision  involving 
miner alogically  unexplored  lands  such  as  those  in  Alaska. 
This  dilemma  was  the  choice  between  possible  values  of 
developable,  nonrenewable  resources  such  as  minerals,  and 
the  resource  values  inherent  in  natural  and  ecological  systems. 

In  developing  the  final  recommendations  to  Congress,  the  need 
to  leave  mineral  resources  available  for  development  was  given 
careful  consideration.  First,  some  of  the  systems  herein 
advanced  by  the  proposals  contain  the  authority  for,  and  the 
objective  of,  mineral  development.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
selections  made  by  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  priorities 
provided  the  Native  claims  under  ANCSA  already  have  excluded 
vast  areas  of  mineral  potential  from  "Four  Systems"  consideration. 
In  many  cases,  boundaries  of  proposals  were  redrawn  to  place 
mineral  belts  of  prime  potential  outside  proposals  with 
restrictive  management  categories.  In  other  cases,  management 
options  were  left  open  to  mining  where  identified  mineral 
potential  was  sufficient  to  warrant  such  action,  and  where 
mineral  extraction  would  not  prove  overly  damaging  to  the 
environment.  However,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  intent  of 
section  17(d) (2)  of  the  Act  and  in  order  to  afford  adequate 
protection  of  these  outstanding  areas,  some  areas  which  do 
have  possible  mineral  potential  were  recommended  for  protective 
management  that  would  exclude  mining  and  mineral  entry.  These 
proposals  reflect  a  need,  set  forth  in  ANCSA  as  a  congressional 
mandate,  to  preserve  certain  outstanding  natural  and  ecological 
areas  of  national  interest  apart  from  mineral  development. 

3&7.  The  value  of  public  input  and  consultation  with  local  residents 
and  others  in  planning  the  new  proposals  is  recognized.  Some 
contacts  were  made  with  local  representatives  and  organizations 
during  the  limited  study  period  designated  by  Congress.  The 
contacts,  however,  were  solely  to  obtain  information  and,  in  a 
few  cases,  to  seek  reaction  to  possible  alternatives  for  use  of 
the  land  involved  in  the  absence  of  any  specific  proposal. 
Since  final  decisions  were  not  made  within  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  concerning  the  specific  Park,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  proposals  until  November  1973,  there  was  no 
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way  to  go  to  the  public  for  comment  on  the  proposals  until 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statements  and  plans  were 
released  in  December.  The  Department  of  Agriculture's 
Forest  Service,  which  was  involved  in  studying  possible 
additional  national  forests,  did  present  specific  proposals 
to  the  public  in  a  series  of  meetings  that  took  place  in  the 
areas  of  concern. 

Information  gathered  during  the  studies  has  been  augmented 
with  comments  from  the  transcripts  of  the  Joint  Federal-State 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission  public  hearings  on  use  of  the 
17(d) (2)  withdrawal  lands.  The  Federal  agencies  also  had 
representatives  at  the  public  hearings  to  identify  and  take 
note  of  special  problems  requiring  consideration.  Comments 
received  as  a  result  of  the  public  review  of  the  draft 
environmental  impact  statements  have  also  been  considered  in 
the  development  of  the  final  environmental  impact  statements. 
In  addition,  the  general  public  will  be  afforded  an  opportunity 
to  present  their  views  on  the  proposals  at  congressional 
hearings  which  will  undoubtedly  be  held  on  all  proposals. 
Congress  will  make  the  final  decision  in  all  cases. 

4&15.  These  statements  were  developed  in  accordance  with  NEPA 

requirements  and  CEQ  Guidelines  and  in  our  opinion  constitute 
a  good  faith  effort  to  consider  and  display  all  relevant  and 
important  impacts,  even  on  alternatives  that  were  occasionally 
more  environmentally  advantageous  than  some  proposals.  Items 
identified  in  review  have  been  substantially  changed  to  remove 
any  significant  justificatory  tone.  We  do  not  consider  these 
statements  to  be  proposal  justifications,  but  to  be  our  best 
effort,  with  limited  information  and  time,  to  present  the 
possible  environmental  impacts  that  could  reasonably  be 
expected  to  result  from  the  proposed  changes  in  land  status  and 
management. 

5.    The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except 
as  may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law, 
existing  traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources 
will  be  permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that 
utilization  of  these  resources  is  neither  economically  nor 
physically  necessary  to  maintain  human  life  or  to  provide 
opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures  centering  on 
subsistence  as  a  way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a  progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  communities,  and  affected  individuals,  shall  have 
the  authority  to  restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all 
of  the  proposal  area. 

213 


6.  A  general  map  showing  the  physical  relationship  of  all 
proposals  has  been  prepared  for  the  final  statements. 

7.  See  the  response  to  No.  3  above,  particularly  the  last 
sentence . 

8.  The  text  (Section  II,  Transportation)  has  been  revised  to 
recognize  the  State's  title  to  certain  rights-of-way  on 
protracted  lines.  These  will  be  dealt  with  on  an  individual 
basis,  considering  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each 
particular  case. 

9.  The  text  (Section  I,  Administration  -  Management)  recognizes 
the  need  for  an  early  study  to  locate,  identify,  and  evaluate 
cultural  features  so  that  they  may  be  preserved,  protected, 
and  interpreted. 

10.  The  text  (Section  I,  Interrelationship  with  Other  Projects 
and  Jurisdictions  -  Highways)  has  been  revised  to  reflect 
State  selection.  The  text  already  stated  that  designation  of 
the  area  would  preclude  development  of  the  highway  unless 
there  were  alternate  locations  outside  the  immediate  environ- 
ment of  the  river.  This  is  also  recognized  in  Section  III, 
Impact  on  Transportation  -  Future  Highways.  The  latter 
section  recognizes  that  relocation  of  the  highway  might 
increase  costs  and  would  be  a  significant  impact. 

11.  Review  of  photos  shows  that  except  for  a  dredge,  the  evidences 
of  the  past  mining  operations  pictured  are  screened  from  view 
from  the  river  or  would  be  only  momentarily  in  view  to  someone 
going  down  the  river.  The  text  recognizes  that  future  mining 
could  be  compatible  if  screened  from  view. 

The  No  Action  Alternative  has  been  revised  to  more  adequately 
reflect  the  range  of  options  open  to  the  Secretary  should  the 
area  not  be  designated.  These  could  provide  for  the  opening 
of  the  land  to  all  forms  of  use  and  entry  now  permitted  on 
public  domain;  thus,  our  conclusion  that  the  environment  of 
the  Fortymile  River  might  not  be  preserved  under  this 
alternative . 

12.  See  the  responses  to  related  questions  Nos.   2  and  11  above. 
The  text  (Section  II,  Land  Use)  identifies  that  the  proposed 
segments  are  characterized  by  environments  ranging  from 
primitive  to  those  substantially  altered  by  placer  mining. 

The  statement  was  developed  in  accordance  with  NEPA  requirements. 
It  is  not  an  attempt  to  justify  the  proposal  but  our  effort, 
with  the  limited  time  and  data  available,  to  evaluate  the 
possible  future  environment  that  can  be  expected  to  result  if 
the  proposal  is  enacted  by  Congress. 
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13.  We  believe  that  Section  II,  Geological  and  Mineral  Resources, 
and  Section  III,  Impact  on  Mining,  identified  most  of  the 
data  mentioned  and  have  been  revised  to  recognize  the  coal 
deposit  at  Chicken.  We  believe  the  assessment  is  valid, 
based  on  present  knowledge  of  the  area. 

14.  The  report  (Section  II,  Probable  Future  Environment  Without 
the  Proposal)  identifies  that  tourism  will  increase  without 
the  proposal.  The  optimistic  forecast  of  increased  visitation 
was  that  anticipated  by  the  State  at  units  of  the  State  Parks 
System. 

15.  See  the  response  to  comment  No.  4  above. 

16.  Except  for  those  areas  designated  as  wild  rivers,  we  are  not 
foregoing  mineral  activity.  Even  in  those  areas,  valid 
existing  claims  are  recognized.  Section  V,  Unavoidable  Adverse 
Environmental  Impacts,  recognizes  that  the  regulations  to  be 
applied  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  mining  and 
the  loss  of  personal  freedom  on  the  part  of  miners  to  do  as 
they  please.  Section  III,  Impact  on  Mining,  indicates  that 
the  impact  of  the  proposal  on  the  economics  of  mining  could  be 
significant. 

Section  V,  referred  to  above,  also  indicates  that  new  highway 
construction  may  be  more  costly  if  the  area  is  established. 
Section  III,  Impact  on  Future  Highways,  recognizes  this  could 
be  significant. 

The  two  foregoing  subjects  appear  to  be  the  major  economic 
impacts  of  the  proposal. 

The  major  social  impact  of  the  proposal  appears  to  be  its 
impact  on  subsistence  which  we  have  identified  (Section  III) 
as  being  slight. 

17.  Section  III,  Impact  on  Local  Population  and  Economy,  states 
that  the  proposal  would  enhance  the  opportunity  for  the  creation 
of  new  businesses  in  the  basin,  at  Eagle  and  along  the  Alaska 
highway.  It  also  recognizes  that  the  outmigration  might  be 
slowed  by  the  new  employment  opportunities. 

18.  The  No  Action  Alternative  in  Section  VTII  has  been  revised  to 
more  adequately  reflect  the  options  available  to  the  Secretary, 
should  the  lands  revert  to  d-1  status. 
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FAIRBANK^pRTH-SmRaOROUGH 

BoxH26*.  ^i^giriiCAlpsln3^»9707 


January  21,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  December  28,  1973,  regarding  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statement  (ANCSA)  of  1971  (35  Stat.  688)  d-2  lands  proposed 
by  the  Secretary  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  National 
Park,  National  Forest,  or  Scenic  River  System;  our  comments  are: 

The  listed  parks,  monuments,  refuges,  forests  and  ranges  all 
merit  a  high  level  of  protection;  while  bearing  in  mind  the  fact 
that  certain  transportation  corridors  are  essential  to  the  unity 
and  economy  of  the  state,  as  designated  in  the  various  inputs  to 
the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission. 

The  specific  area  proposals  list  unavoidable  adverse  effects, 
including  bans  on  mining  and  costly  relocation  of  right-of- 
way  corridors.   These  should  be  qualified  in  the  context  of 
state-wide  effect  and  compared  with  benefits.   Where  the  cost- 
benefit  analysis  of  restrictive  measures  appears  to  be  negative, 
solutions  should  be  sought  for  achieving  compatibility  between 
nature  and  a  reasonable  level  of  commerce. 


Very  truly  yours, 


<^/crf* 


//JOHN  A.  CARLSON 
*s    Borough  Mayor 


TAG:JAC:nic 

cc:  Planning  and  Zoning 
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FAIRBANKS  NORTH  STAfSBOROUGH 

BoxM&X,  Pcirb5wr«CA^5t^99707 


March  15.    1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

RE:   Your  letter  dated  December  28,  1973 

Environmental  Impact  Statements  17  (D)  (2)  Lands 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

My  office  has  reviewed  the  possibilities  of  the  proposal  by  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  of  the  land  withdrawals  to  be  included  in  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
National  Park,  National  Forest,  or  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Systems.   The 
withdrawals  that  would  be  of  interest  to  Fairbanks  and  Interior  Alaska  in  our 
estimation  would  be  those  designated  as  numbers  73-91,  73-92,  73-102,  73-107, 
73-108,  and  73-109.   The  following  comments  pertain  to  those  specific  withdrawals. 

Such  withdrawals  put  unrealistic  restrictions  on  mineral  development,  which  is 
not  only  of  concern  to  Alaska  but  to  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  as  specified 
in  the  Mineral  Industry  Research  Laboratory  Special  Paper  No.  1,  published  by 
the  University  of  Alaska  in  August  1972.   To  lock  up  the  mineral  potential,  which 
has  national  and  international  implications  at  this  time,  would  be  short-sighted 
and  increase  our  dependency  on  foreign  sources  of  some  minerals  that  have  been 
indicated  as  plentiful  in  our  state.   New  guidelines  concerning  mining  and  the 
impact  on  the  land  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  may  lead  to  mining  prac- 
tices being  more  acceptable  to  the  general  public.   The  Fox  area  (approximately 
eleven  miles  north  of  Fairbanks)  represents  the  recovery  potential  that  nature  has 
in  repairing  damages  and  actually  leaving  the  mined  area  in  a  more  usable  condi- 
tion than  it  was  before  dredging. 

Tourism  is  big  business  in  Alaska,  and  while  some  of  the  proposals  recognize  the 
importance  of  this  part  of  our  economy,  others  (such  as  the  wild  and  scenic  river 
aspects  of  Birch  Creek  and  Beaver  Creek)  certainly  restrict  to  a  special  few 
people  the  areas  of  scenic  beauty.   To  the  elderly  or  the  handicapped,  enjoyment 
of  a  canoe  trip  down  a  scenic  river  is  beyond  their  capabilities.   Restrictions 
of  roads  and  trails  in  these  areas  are  a  concession  to  the  able-bodied  minority. 
In  the  Yukon  Charley  National  Rivers  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  a  section  was 
included  showing  the  answers  to  various  questions  by  the  local  people.   In  general 
these  showed  a  preference  for  normal,  natural  development  and  satisfaction  with 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  authority,  as  well  as  a  gradual  opening  up  of  the  area 
by  roads  as  the  population  indicated  the  necessity.   Year-round  maintenance  of  the 
Steese  Highway,  to  Circle  was  considered  long  past  due. 
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At  the  Farm  Forum  (Friday,  March  1,  1974)  at  the  James  T.  Hutchison  Development 
Center,  the  Yukon  Flats  agricultural  potential  was  pinpointed  as  one  of  the 
important  areas  of  the  state;  having  possibilities  not  assessed  in  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statements.   Also,  the  present  duplication  of  interests  in  this 
area  indicates  that  agriculture  will  be  far  down  the  line  in  priorities  unless 
immediate  action  is  taken.   A  major  question  is,  "What  will  the  effect  be  in 
changing  from  the  nomadic  Alaskan  native  existence  to  their  living  in  a  confined 
or  defined  area  under  the  Native  Allotments?"   Is  it  reasonable  to  believe  that 
they  find  their  situation  very  similar  to  the  change  from  pastoral  living  to 
community  agriculture  which  occurred  in  primitive  societies  in  the  Old  World? 
If  being  big  farmers  is  necessary  to  success  in  this  day  and  age,  surely  the 
native  corporations  are  in  a  position  to  do  things  in  a  "big"  way. 

This  brings  me  to  a  place  convenient  to  closing  the  remarks  on  these  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statements  by  saying  that  there  is  no  indication  that  the  "social 
aspect"  or  the  "human  factor"  was  taken  into  consideration  in  their  formulation. 


Very  truly  yours, 


IOHN  A.  CARLSON 
Borough  Mayor 


JAC : nic 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FAIRBANKS  NORTH  STAR  BOROUGH 


1.     See  the  response  to  Forest  Service's  comment  number  1. 


2.  See  the  response  to  the  State  of  Alaska  comment  number  2  concern- 
ing mineral  development  and  extraction. 

3.  There  is  no  intent  in  the  proposal  to  prohibit  any  individual 
or  group  from  visiting  the  area.  It  must  be  recognized  that 
rivers  are  classified  to  reflect  and  retain  their  relatively 
primitive  nature.  The  present  primitive  nature  of  the  area  would 
tend  to  limit  visitation  with  or  without  designation. 
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BRISTOL  BAY  NATIVE  CORPORATION 


P.O.  BOX  237 

DILLINGHAM,  ALASKA  99576 
PHONE  (907)  842-3070 


February  14,  1974 


SUBJECT;   Comments  on  the  Draft    I  . 
Environmental  Statements  I 

Mr.  Theodore  R  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.    20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Under  Section  17  (d)(2)  of  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  of  December 
18,  1971,  (P.L.  92-203)  the  Secretary  is  authorized  under  existing  law  to 
withdraw  up  to,  but  not  to  exceed,  80  million  acres  of  unreserved  public 
lands.   Provided ,  that  such  withdrawals  shall  not  affect  the  authority  of 
the  State,  and  the  regional  and  village  corporations  to  make  selections  and 
obtain  patents  within  the-  areas  withdrawn  pursuant  to  Section  11. 

Under  Section  17  (d)(1)  of  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  P.L.0.  // 
4582,  34  Federal  Register,  as  amended,  is  revoked.   All  unreserved  public 
lands  in  Alaska  are  withdrawn  for  a  period  of  90  days  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  public  land  laws.   During  this  90  day  period,  the 
Secretary  is  afforded  the  opportunity  to  review  the  public  lands  to  deter- 
mine whether  any  portion  of  these  lands  should  be  withdrawn  under  authority 
provided  for  in  existing  law  to  insure  that  the  public  interest  in  these 
lands  is  properly  protected.   Any  further  withdrawal  shall  require  an  af- 
firmative act  by  the  Secretary  under  his  existing  authority. 

Since  the  Secretary  did  not  take  an  affirmative  act,  within  the  90  day  per- 
iod after  the  enactment  of  the  Act  for  including  17  (d)  (1)  lands  in  one  of 
the  four  (4)  National  Systems,  he  allowed  his  authority  to  lapse.   The  limits 
of  the  authority,  under  which  the  Secretary  must  act,  are  clearly  defined  in 
P.L.  92-203.    Ignorance  of  the  law  is  no  excuse. 

RECOMMENDATION  #1 

Therefore,  any  17  (d)(1)  lands  which  are  proposed  for  classification  into 
one  of  the  four  (4)  National  Systems  within  the  proposed  environmental  im- 
pact statements  must  be  excluded  because  these  actions  occurred  after  the 
90  day  period. 

In  addition,  many  of  the  proposed  environmental  statements  propose  that  the 
lands  not  selected  by  a  village  corporation  within  its'  withdrawal  area  be 
included  within  the  area  proposed  for  one  of  the  four  (4)  National  Systems. 
This  statement  is  diametrically  opposed  to  the  provision  under  Section  17 
(d)(2)  which  state's  chat  such  withdrawals  (17  [d]  [2])  shall  not  effect  the 
authority  of  the  "State,  and  the  regional  and  village  corporations  to  make 
selections  and  o/btain  patents  within  the  areas  withdrawn  pursuant  to  Section 
11. 
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RECOMMENDATION  #2 

Therefore  it  is  our  position  that  the  State,  and  the  regional  and  village 
corporations  must  obtain  their  full  land  entitlements  before  any  of  the 
Section  11  withdrawn  lands  can  be  included  in  the  areas  designated  for  in- 
clusion to  one  of  the  four  (4)  National  Systems. 

SUBSISTENCE 

Although  provisions  are  made  to  allow  subsistence  hunting  within  the  areas 
proposed  for  four  (4)  system  designation  as  long  as  they  are  necessary  and 
within  the  limits  of  the  resource,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  subsistence 
will  be  allowed  in  the  future  though  a  greater  dependence  on  these  resources 
may  be  necessary  due  to  the  predicted  failure. of  the  salmon  resources  upon 
which  our  economics  depend,  the  astronomic  rising  cost  of  the  necessities 
of  life,  food  shortages  which  are  beginning  to  plague  this  nation  of  ours, 
and  any  other  natural  or  man  made  catastrophe  which  may  hinder  the  deliveries 
of  food  and  fuel  supplies. 

RECOMMENDATION  #3 

Therefore  it  is  our  recommendation  that  subsistence  hunting,  trapping  and 
fishing  in  all  areas  designated  for  inclusion  to  the  four  (4)  National  Sys- 
tems be  guaranteed  for  the  residents  of  rural  Alaska. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The  issue  of  Native  trails  and  their  existence  were  not  addressed  in  the 
Draft  Environmental  Statement.   In  the  Bristol  Bay  Region,  many  Native 
trails,  which  cross  national  interest  lands,  exist  between  Platinum-Goodnews, 
and  the  Togiak-Twin  Hills  villages,  between  Manokotak  and  the  Togiak-Twin 
Hills  villages,  between  Dillingham  and  the  villages  on  the  Nushagak  River, 
Levelock  and  Igiugig,  Igiugig  and  other  villages  on  the  shores  of  Lake 
Iliamna,  Nondalton  along  the  Lake  Clark  shores  to  the  old  village  site  on 
Lake  Telaquana.   These  trails  have  been  in  use  for  years  and  years  and  will 
continue  to  be  used  in  the  future. 

RECOMMENDATION  #4 

That  Native  trails  be  recognized  and  easements  be  established  to  protect 
there  future  use  for  providing  access  between  villages. 

MINERAL  DEVELOPMENT 

Although  we  believe  that  some  guidelines  must  be  instituted  on  the  extraction 
on  minerals  to  protect  the  renewable  resources  within  an  area,  these  guidelines 
may  be  so  difficult  to  meet  and  render  the  extraction  of  minerals  unfeasible. 

RECOMMENDATION  //5 

In  recognition  that  the  Togiak  area  has  potential  for  platinum  and  other 
valuable  minerals  due  to  its'  proximity  to  the  only  platinum  producing  mine 
in  the  United  States,  prospecting  and  mining  should  be  continued  until  such 
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RECOMMENDATION  #5  (continued) 

time  that  is  is  proven  beyond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt  that  this  activity  is 
detrimental  to  the  existing  wildlife  within  the  areas  designated  for  in- 
clusion to  one  of  the  four  (4)  National  Systems. 

In  summary,  we  recommend  that  additional  time  be  granted  so  that  more  pre- 
cise testimony  can  be  obtained  from  the  village  corporations  in  our  region 
and  other  interested  organizations.   As  you  are  well  aware,  these  draft 
environmental  statements  have  arrived  at  a  busy  moment  while  we  are  pre- 
paring for  our  annual  meeting,  in  the  process  of  assisting  villages  with 
land  selections  and  resource  inventory,  and  other  important  activities 
such  as  stockholder  identification  and  the  10%  distribution  as  required 
by  the  Act.   A  90  day  extension  to  the  February  20  and  March  20  deadline 
are  certainly  in  order. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  this  hurried  opportunity  to  submit  our  comments 
on  these  important  matters  and  please  consider  our  request  for  additional 
time,  for  as  caretakers  of  Alaska  from  time  immerorial  to  the  18th  century 
our  track  record  in  conservation  cannot  be  faulted.   Therefore  you  need 
the  additional  time  so  we  can  impart  our  knowledge  in  conservation  to  you. 

Sincerely, 

BRISTOL  BAY  NATIVE  CORPORATION 

■/' 


th'J '-h 'V/—« 


Harold  H.  Samuelsen 
President 

HHS:ls 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
BRISTOL  BAY  NATIVE  CORPORATION 


1.     Section  I,  Administration-Management,  provides  for  a  detailed 

management  plan  to  be  prepared  within  one  year  after  authoriza- 
tion. The  statement  recognized  that  this  plan  will  involve 
" —  full  cooperation  and  active  participation  of  other  local  and 
Native  groups  and  existing  and  potential  users." 
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John  Colberg,  Jr. 

Chairman,  oi  the  Board 


Refer:      713 


ISlBfi 


REGION,  INC- 


r 


July  17,    1974 


Az.    Theoaor  R.  Swem 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.  C.   20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 


Re:   Environmental  Impact  Statements 


Cook  Inlet  Region,  Inc.  would  like  to  comment  on  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statements  in  general,  and  the  Lake  Clark  National 
Park  proposal  in  particular. 

Although  the  statements  represent  considerable  work  (and  certainly 
an  impressive  volume)  they  also  seem  to  be  full  of  factual  errors 
and  incomplete  data. 

Regarding  the  Lake  Clark  proposal,  we  feel  that  it  is  improper  to 
consider  this  proposal  until  acceptable  deficiency  withdrawals 
without  (d) (2)  override  in  the  Lake  Clark  area  have  been  made  for 
Native  selections. 

Sincerely, 

COOK  INLET  REGION,  INC. 


7^> 


/,     : 


% 


Larry  M./  Oskolkof  f 
Land  Manager 


/  ' 


cc:   AFN 

11  Regions 


LMO:vc 


224 


2636  SPENARD  ROAD  •  ANCHORAGE,  ALASKA  99503  •  PHONE  274-8638 


June  12,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Environmental  Impact  Statements 


Doyon,  Limited  has  reviewed  in  some  depth  all  of  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statements  relating  to  the  so- 
called  (d)  (2)  "Four  Systems"  land  withdrawals  in  our 
region.   This  letter  is  our  response  to  your  request  for 
comments  by  interested  and  effected  parties. 

Each  of  the  draft  statements  reflects  considerable 
study  and  analysis  by  the  prospective  managers.   Certainly 
the  over-all  goals  and  objectives  cannot  be  criticized; 
unfortunately,  however,  the  proposed  methods  of  deter- 
mining and  implementing  what  is  "good"  for  Alaska  (and 
the  nation)  ranges  from  the  ludicrous  to  the  sublime. 
Conceptually  we  can  support  a  number  of  the  proposals 
but  would  strongly  object  to  the  enactment  of  others. 
To  endorse  any  at  this  time  would  tend  to  dilute  our 
strongest  criticism  of  the  statements  as  they  now  exist. 

We  have  pending  the  result  of  an  83  million  acre  land 
grab.   Intentionally  or  otherwise,  each  of  the  "Four 
Systems"  was  encouraged  to  compete  for  and  justify,  in  any 
way  they  could,  why  they  should  be  allowed  to  manage  a 
given  area.   Bureaucratic  objectivity  is  questionable 
regardless  of  the  stated  goals  and  objectives.   Assuming 
the  areas  are  to  be  administered  as  proposed,  over  200 
million  acres  of  the  nation's  most  valued  lands,  as  well 
as  a  high  percentage  of  Alaska's  Coastal  areas,  will  be 
withdrawn  and  placed  under  varying  restrictions,  of  which 
the  total  effect  has  not  yet  been  considered.   We  view  the 
proposals  as  a  first  step  toward  needed  land  use  planning; 
it  seems  prudent,  however,  to  now  consider  the  overall 
impact  (social  and  economic)  to  the  state  and  the  nation 
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as  a  whole.   The  combined  impact  of  the  proposals  is  a 
necessity  not  to  be  overlooked. 

At  this  stage,  Doyon,  Limited  can  endorse  only  the 
need  for  an  overall  rational  and  coherent  land  use  plan 
which  will  preserve  and  protect  without  frustrating 
reasonable  development  expectations.   Please  let  the 
record  indicate  that  we  are  using  this  letter  as  a 
vehicle  to  indicate  that  we  feel  another  step  should  be 
incorporated  prior  to  Congressional  action  on  the 
proposals.   There  is  now  a  need  for  another  environmental 
impact  statement,  one  that  will  encompass  all  twenty- 
eight  proposals  and  their  effect  upon  the  state  and  the 
nation  as  a  whole. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  respond. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Sam  Kito,  Jr. I 
Executive  Director 


SK/mm 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DOYON,  LIMITED 


1.   The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  number  1  to  the  comments  from  the 
Forest  Service. 
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The  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment 
913  West  Sixth  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska   99501 


July  21,  1974 


Mr.  Ted  Swem 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.    20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Enclosed   please   find    our   comments    on   the   second    set    of   draft 
environment    impact    statements    for   proposed   d-2    land   desig- 
nations   in  Alaska. 

Included   are   comments    on   lliamna,    Unalakleet   River,    Fcrtymile 
River,    Togiak  Refuge.    Koyukuk  Refuge,    Harding    Icefield/    Kenai 
Fiords,    Yukon   Flats    Refuge/Porcupine    National    Forest,    Katmai 
National   Park,    additions    to  Mt.    McKinley    National    Park 


We   thank  you  very  much   for   the   opportunity   to  make   comment    on 
the    statements   and    sincerely  hope   that    some   of    our   suggestions 
will  be    implemented. 


Very  truly  yours, 


«fV,         -      .  ,-,  „  #y 


immim 


Vicky  J.  Frankfourth 

/Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment 


Enclosures 
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ALASKA  CENTER  FOR  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR  FORTYMILE  NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS 

Page  1:   why  are  the  corridors  in  the  Fortymile  two  miles 
wide,  hut  four  miles  v/ide  on  the  Birch,  Beaver,  and  Unalakleet 
Wild  River  proposals?   Also  on  page  one,  a  comparison  of  uses 
permitted  and  not  permitted  should  be  listed  for  the  three  river 
classifications. 

Page  3:   Why  is  there  no  area  of  ecological  concern  relating 
to  the  basin  boundary? 

Pages  5-6:   Purpose  number  three  is  "to  prevent  degradation 
of  the  water  quality. ;l   How  can  this  purpose  be  accomplished  if 
tributaries  to  the  wild  river  segments  are  left  unprotected  and 
open  to  the  Mining  Law  of  1872? 

Page  25:  Why  don't  the  regulations  on  mining  absolutely 
require  notice  be  filed  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of 
mining  claim  location  and  assessment  work? 

Page  27:   Is  harvest  of  timber  permitted  within  wild  river 
corridors? 

Page  29:  "Such  actions  would  consider  restriction  of  human 
encroachment  during  critical  periods  in  the  nesting  cycle."  Why 
not  mandatory  restrictions?  How  would  restrictions  differ  among 
the  three  river  classifications? 

Page  37:   "It  is  conceivable,  however,  that  the  'wild'  design 
may  be  changed  to  'scenic'  at  some  future  time,"   By  which  authori 
BLM?   Congress?   Why  are  *carefully  routed  and  designed  highways" 
allowed  to  cross  wild  river  segments?   What  is  the  worth  of  the 
"wild  river"  designation  if  it  can  be  so  readily  altered  to  accomojotc 
incompatible  developments? 


tion 

y? 
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Pages  68,  152:   What  enforcement  of  state  water  quality 


standards  has  taken  place? 

Page  79:   "Gold  raining  in  the  Fortymile  River  has  substantially 
altered  the  environment,  yet  when  viewed  from  the  river  the  area 
is  pleasing  to  the  eye."  On  the  contrary,  plentiful  evidence  of 
damage  and  scarring  of  the  land  is  visible  from  the  river — or  is  it 
the  contention  of  the  BOR  that  this  is  "pleasing  to  the  eye"? 

Page  109:   "There  are  abundant  opportunities  to  interpret  and 
make  available  historic  and  cultural  features  within  the  proposal." 
There  is  not  one  mention  of  the  extremely  high  archeological 
potential  of  the  proposed  system.   Although  little  professional 
survey  has  been  undertaken  in  the  region,  there  are  a  number  of 
known  archeological  sites,  some  within  the  boundaries,  and  some  jusl 
outside.   A  survey  aimed  at  locating  such  sites,  with  provisions 
for  adequate  protection  and  excavation  of  same,  should  be  included 
as  part  of  the  proposal. 

Page  157:  Exceptionally  superficial  is  the  discussion  of 
impacts  associated  with  the  alternative  of  designation  of  all 
of  the  d-2  lands  initially  withdrawn  for  inclusion  in  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.   One  obvious  impact  is  greater 
protection  for  the  downstream  segments  of  the  proposal;  another 
relates  to  watershed  protection. 

Pages  159,  163:   Another  superficial  impact  section.   Doyon, 
Ic.  would  probably  select  extensive  reiver  corridor  acreage  for 
mining  purposes,  in  which  case  the  impacts  are  obvious,  and  are 
similar  to  those  described  in  the  no-action  alternative. 


10 


11 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
ALASKA  CENTER  FOR  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


1.  This  was  a  policy  decision  based  on  our  knowledge  of  the 
area  at  the  time  field  investigations  were  initiated.  The 
text,  particularly  the  Impact  Sections,  assesses  the  differences 
in  activities  permitted  on  the  various  river  classifications. 

2.  We  assume  from  your  question  that  the  area  of  ecological 
concern  referred  to  would  be  the  remainder  of  the  drainage 
area.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  provides  that  selected 
rivers  and  their  immediate  environment  be  preserved.  Under 
this  mandate  we  did  not  study  entire  drainage  areas. 

3.  The  area  will  be  managed  to  prevent  any  activity  on  lands  within 
the  proposal  which  would  adversely  affect  the  quality  of  the  water. 
State  water  quality  regulations  (see  appendix)  would  protect  the 
quality  of  water  outside  of  the  designated  corridor. 

4.  This  decision  should  be  arrived  at  during  development  of  the 
master  plan  provided  for  in  Section  I,  Administration  -  Management. 
It  might  be  possible  to  issue  general  guidelines  covering  certain 
areas  or  conditions  which  would  not  require  advance  notice. 

5.  As  indicated  in  Section  I,  Administration  -  Management,  harvesting 
of  timber  would  be  regulated  to  retain  the  visual  and  environmental 
integrity  of  the  river.  Such  harvest  would  quite  likely  be 
restricted  to  subsistence  purposes,  wood  for  fuel  and  personal 
use. 

6.  The  regulations  would  be  mandatory  if  it  is  found  necessary  to 
establish  and  implement  them  and  would  be  equally  applicable  to 
all  river  classifications. 

7.  The  text  (Section  II,  Highways)  has  been  modified  to  indicate  that 
we  were  not  suggesting  redesignation  of  the  entire  river  but  only 
that  consideration  might  be  given  to  redesignation  of  that  portion 
immediately  impacted  by  a  highway  crossing.  We  would  expect  every 
effort  to  be  made  to  avoid  constructing  any  form  of  transportation 
facility  across  a  wild  river.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
provides  that  the  Secretary  may  grant  rights-of-way  across  compo- 
nents of  the  national  system  provided  that  any  conditions  precedent 
to  granting  such  rights-of-way  shall  be  related  to  the  policies 
and  purposes  of  that  Act. 

8.  The  State's  water  quality  regulations  (see  appendix)  were  only 
approved  in  late  1973.  It  would  be  necessary  to  check  with  the 
State  to  determine  the  extent  of  implementation. 
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9.     Because,  in  part,  of  man's  alteration  of  the  environment,  we 
found  that  only  375  miles  of  the  more  than  1,000-mile  river 
qualified  for  inclusion.  The  pictures  referred  to  are  mostly 
aerial  photos.  Moving  along  the  river,  much  of  this  is  screened 
from  view  or  in  view  only  for  a  brief  period.  Our  judgment  is 
that  for  the  proposal  area  as  an  entity,  the  view  from  the  river 
is  pleasing  to  the  eye. 

10.  Section  I,  Administration  -  Management,  and  Section  IV,  Mitigating 
Measures  Included  in  the  Proposal,  have  been  revised  to  emphasize 
the  need  to  identify  historic  and  cultural  features  and  the  steps 
needed  to  protect  and  preserve  them. 

11.  Detailed  field  investigations  found  that  the  upstream  areas 
referred  to  did  not  qualify  as  components  of  the  national  system 
as  they  did  not  meet  the  criteria  established  in  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

12.  The  referenced  section  assesses  the  impact  of  designating  only 
those  lands  adjoined  by  other  Federal  lands.  It  does  not  prejudge 
Doyon,  Limited  selections. 
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ALASKA  GEOLOGICAL  SOCIETY 


^T^'lp&S  p-  °-  BOX  1288 

■SS^SS*^  ANCHORAGE,    ALASKA    99501 


June  24,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman-Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


The  Alaska  Geological  Society,  affiliated  with  the  American 
Association  of  Petroleum  Geologists,  recognizes  its  obligation  to  speak 
and  act  on  environmental  problems.   The  responsibilities  of  the  earth 
scientist  as  stated  in  the  AAPG  Environmental  Policy  include: 

1)  Maintenance  of  a  quality  environment, 

2)  Provision  of  man's  material  needs  by  planning  and  super- 
vising the  extraction  of  mineral  resources,  and 

3)  Participation  in  the  conservation  and  wise  use  of  resources. 

In  this  context  the  Society  respectfully  submits  the  following 
general  comments  for  your  consideration  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  prepared  for  lands  withdrawn  for  classification  pursuant 
to  Section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.   We 
also  plan  to  submit  additional  comments  on  individual  draft  statements 
under  separate  cover. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


Certain  problems  are  apparent  in  all  of  the  draft  EIS's.   The 
major  problems  are: 

1)  The  geologic  descriptions  provided  are  inadequate.   In 
each  case  the  descriptions  merely  emphasize  the  lack  of 
basic  resource  data  available  for  the  proposed  withdrawal 
areas.   For  example,  the  statement  prepared  for  proposed 
additions  to  the  Chugach  National  Forest  does  not  even 
mention  the  word  "Geology" .   Nine  sentences  purport  to 
describe  the  "Minerals,  Oil  and  Gas"  of  an  area  comprising 
672  thousand  acres. 

2)  The  impact  statements  do  not  meet  the  same  high  standards 
of  scientific  research  required  of  industry  by  Federal 
agencies.   A  typical  example  is  the  statement  for  the 
proposed  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge.   In  the  des- 
cription of  the  environment,  an  unreferenced  list  of 
mineral  occurrences"  in  certain  areas  of  the  Kotzebue 
Sound  Region"  highlights  the  geological  section  on  page 
76.   The  bedrock  of  the  region  is  undescribed,  as  are 
the  geologic  structure,  seismicity  and  groundwater 
potential. 
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3)  The  impact  statements  seem  designed  to  justify  the 
proposed  actions  rather  than  to  analyze  objectively  the 
far-reaching  implications  of  each  proposal.   The  reasoning 
under  "Impact  on  Mining  and  Mineral  Entry"  of  the  proposed 
Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument  is  revealing: 

"Since  prospecting  would  not  be  allowed,  there  may 
never  be  a  complete  inventory  and  analysis  of  these 
(mineral)  resources.   Therefore  a  full  assessment  of 
the  impacts  of  the  proposal ' s  preclusions  of  resource 
removal  would  not  be  carried  out."  (from  page  215; 
empha sis  added.) 

4)  Many  of  the  statements  dismiss  the  impact  of  banning 
mineral  exploration  and  production  as  minimal  because 
of  the  supposed  low  potential  or  relatively  small  area 
of  the  proposed  withdrawal .   Such  reasoning  ignores  a 
fundamental  characteristic  of  mineral  deposits:   their 
limited  areal  extent.   The  cumulative  effect  of  all 
withdrawals  is  also  ignored. 

The  Selawik  proposal  again  is  representative: 

"However,  in  our  judgment  it  is  doubtful  that  fore- 
going the  extraction  of  the  deposits  would  have  more 
than  minimal  impact  on  the  industry  or  on  the  industry 
or  on  the  total  need  of  the  nation  since  the  potential 
is  believed  to  be  low  within  the  refuge  and  not  suffi- 
cient to  affect  the  nation's  supply  and  demand  for  the 
resource."  (from  page  171;  emphasis  added). 

These  comments  cover  a  virtually  unexplored  area  of  1.4  million 
acres  adjacent  to  another  (Kobuk)  proposed  withdrawal  of  1,850,000  acres. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Before  large  tracts  of  land  are  closed  to  mineral  entry,  the  U.S.G.S 
should  pass  judgment  that  ore  deposits  or  petroleum  fields  are  not  likely  to 
be  present.   In  order  to  make  this  judgment,  the  U.S.G.S.  should  supervise 
detailed  geological,  geochemical,  and  geophysical  exploration  by  its  own 
personnel,  other  State  and  Federal  agencies,  and  private  industry.   With- 
drawals accomplsihed  without  this  judgment  will  be  subject  to  great  pressures 
for  future  exploration  and  development  when  commodity  shortages  intensify. 
It  will  be  easier  to  maintain  park  and  refuge  integrity  if  the  U.S.G.S.  can 
prove  that  further  exploration  would  be  either  fruitless  or  economically 
infeasible. 
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When  the  d  (2)  proposals  are  given  further  consideration,  additional 
studies  should  more  carefully  refer  to  existing  geological  literature.   Most 
important  is  the  series  of  resource  evaluations  now  being  conducted  by  the 
Alaska  State  Division  of  Geological  and  Geophysical  Survey.   If  existing 
literature  is  not  fully  utilized,  the  impact  statements  could  easily  become 
the  objects  of  protracted  litigation. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  behalf  of  the  membership 
of  the  Alaska  Geological  Society. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Thomas  Wilson, 
President 

By: Robert  L.  McCollom 

Environmental  Committee  Chairman 

RLM:cw 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
ALASKA  GEOLOGICAL  SOCIETY 


1.  Discussions  of  Geological  and  Mineral  Resources  in  Section  II 
and  Impact  on  Mining  in  Section  III  have  been  upgraded  by 
incorporating  additional  data  supplied  by  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  and  Bureau  of  Mines. 

In  making  d-2  land  withdrawals  and  the  recommendations  to  the 
Congress  for  management  of  these  lands,  a  basic  dilemma  was 
faced  which  is  implicit  in  a  decision  involving  mineralogically 
unexplored  lands  such  as  those  in  Alaska.  This  dilemma  was  the 
choice  between  possible  values  of  developable,  nonrenewable 
resources  such  as  minerals,  and  the  resource  values  inherent 
in  natural  and  ecological  systems. 

In  developing  the  final  recommendations  to  Congress,  the  need  to 
leave  mineral  resources  available  for  development  was  given 
careful  consideration.  First,  some  of  the  systems  herein  advanced 
by  the  proposals  contain  the  authority  for  and  the  objective  of 
mineral  development.  It  also  should  be  noted  that  the  selections 
made  by  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  priorities  provided  the 
Native  claims  under  ANCSA  already  have  excluded  vast  areas  of 
mineral  potential  from  "Four  System"  consideration.  In  many 
cases,  boundaries  of  proposals  were  redrawn  to  place  mineral 
belts  of  prime  potential  outside  proposals  with  restrictive 
management  categories.  In  other  cases,  management  options  were 
left  open  to  mining  where  identified  mineral  potential  was 
sufficient  to  warrant  such  action,  and  where  mineral  extraction 
would  not  prove  overly  damaging  to  the  environment.  However,  in 
order  to  comply  with  the  intent  of  Section  17  (d) (2)  of  the  Act 
and  in  order  to  afford  adequate  protection  of  these  outstanding 
areas,  some  areas  which  do  have  possible  mineral  potential  were 
recommended  for  protective  management  that  would  exclude  mining 
and  mineral  entry.  These  proposals  relfect  a  need,  set  forth  in 
ANCSA  as  a  congressional  mandate,  to  preserve  certain  outstanding 
natural  and  ecological  areas  of  national  interest  apart  from 
mineral  developement. 

2.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and  discussed 
in  the  response  to  Forest  Service  comment  no.  1. 


3.     We  utilized  available  USGS  publications  in  preparing  the  statement. 
These  are  referenced  as  appropriate,  particularly  in  Section  II, 
Geological  and  Mineral  Resources.  We  have  also  incorporated  in  the 
final  data  supplemental  data  furnished  by  USGS  and  Bureau  of  Mines. 
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I    1700  GLACIER  AVENUE,  JUNEAU,  ALASKA  93801 


April  1,   197 ^ 


Mr.   The  odor  R.    Swem,   Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
national   Park   Service 
Department  of  Interior 
Washington,   D.    C. 

Dear  Mr.    Swem: 

Re:   Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 

We  support  the  subject  proposal  with  the  following 
reservations  which  may  or  may  not  be  pertinent  under  the 
final  action  of  Congress: 

1.  State  and  Native  land  selections  should  be  accommodated 
if  at  all  possible  and  still  preserve  the  major  objectives.. 

2.  The  proposal  appears  to  include  non-navigable  tributaries. 

3.  The  exclusion  of  controlled  mining  in  the  "wild  river" 
classification  prompts  the  question  of  the  need  for  separate 
"wild"  and  "scenic"  classifications. 

We  believe  the  multiple  use  of  this  scenic  area  can  be 
permitted  without  serious  disturbance  to  the  unique  recreational 
potentials  of- canoeing. 

Very  truly  yours  ,  ^-. 

a  to  "  *&LJ " '^Juu 

A.    W.    "Bud"    Boddy,   J'icecutive   Director      o 

Alaska  Wildlife   Federation   and  Sportsmen's   Council 

cc:      National   Wildlife   Federation 
Other  Council  members 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
ALASKA  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 
AND  SPORTSMEN'S  COUNCIL 


1.     The  rivers  or  segments  thereof  are  classified  in  accordance 
with  the  criteria  listed  in  section  2 (b)  of  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  (P.L.  90-542)  and  the  supplemental  criteria 
established  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  published  in  Guidelines  for 
Evaluating  Wild,  Scenic ,  and  Recreational  River  Areas  Proposed 
for  Inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
under  Section  2,  Public  Law  90-542,  February  1970. 
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THE 

NATIONAL 
FEDERATION 
OF 


BUSINESS  and  PROFESSIONAL    WOMEN'S    CLUBS,    INC. 

of  the  United  States  of  America 


201 2    MASSACHUSETTS   AVENUE,    N.   W. 

WASHINGTON,    D.  C,    20036 

293-1  IOO 


February  8,  1974 

Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.      20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

I  have  recieved  your  letter  requesting  The  National  Federation  of  Business 
and  Professional  Women's  Clubs,  Inc.  to  submit  recommendations  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statements  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA) 
of  1971  (35  Stat.  688).     Our  organization  is  involved  with  many  legislative  matters, 
however  this  is  not  an  item  on  the  current  platform.      Therefore  we  can  not  take 
a  position  for  or  againist  the  statement  pertaining  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claim 
Settlement  Act. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  recieve  the  material. 

Sincerely, 


Mrs. )  Lucille  Shriver 
Director 


LS:dmm 
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IjQCM  COM  PAN  Y.  U.S.A. 

POST  Of  FICE  BOX  120-  DENVER.  COLORADO  80201 


EXPLORATION  DEPARTMENT 
WESTERN  DIVISION 


CRANDALL  D   JONES 
MANAGER 


June  4,   1974 


Re:    Draft  Environmental  Statements 
"Four  Systems"  Lands 
State  of  Alaska 

Mr.  Theodore  R.    Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,   D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.    Swem: 

Pursuant  to  the  "Notice  of  Availability  of  Draft  Environmental  Statements" 
which  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  38  FR  35508,    December  28, 
1973,  as  amended  by  "Notice  of  Extension  of  the  Review  Period"  which  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register,  39  FR  781  7  February  28,  1974,   Exxon 
Company,   U.S.A.  makes  comments  as  follows: 

We  have  examined  the  twenty-eight  Draft  Environmental  Statements  and  it 
appears  to  us  that  the  statements  accurately  assess  the  impact  of  the  planned 
uses  on  these  lands.     We  feel,  however,  that  since  the  proposed  plans  would 
have  the  effect  of  closing  to  entry  approximately  64  million  acres  under  the 
public  land  laws,   including  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  the  alternative  to  this 
(i.e.,  allow  mineral  leasing)  should  be  given  more  consideration  in  these 
statements. 

While  there  may  be  time  in  the  future  for   public  expression  on  the  desirability 
of  the  legislative  proposals,   it  is  our  opinion  that  once  the  Environmental 
Statements  are  finalized  it  becomes  extremely  unlikely  that  the  plans  will  then 
be  amended  to  provide  for  mineral  leasing  of  any  lands  within  the  withdrawn 
areas.  ■ 

Millions  of  acres  of  Alaska  lands  have  been  unavailable  for  oil  and  gas  explora- 
tion for  several  years  due  to  the  Native  claims.     Now  that  the  time  for  Native 
selection  of  lands  is  near,   pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act, 
it  seems  to  us  that  now  is  also  the  time  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  ser- 
iously consider  an  orderly  opening  of  public  domain  lands  to  mineral  leasing  as 
opposed  to  permanently  withdrawing  these  lands  from  oil  and  gas  exploration. 
While  much  of  the  land,   proposed  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  leasing  under 
the  "Four  Systems"  plans,  does  not  presently  appear  to  have  an  oil  and  gas 
potential,  future  information  may  considerably  alter  this.    The  critical  shortage 


A  DIVISION  OF  EXXON  CORPORATION 
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of  oil  and  gas  in  the  U.S.A.    is,   in  our  opinion,   a  strong  reason  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  carefully  consider  the  oil  and  gas  potential 
of  these  lands  prior  to  placing  them  in  classifications  which  would  permanently 
withdraw  them  from  oil  and  gas  exploration. 

We  shall  sincerely  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  aboye  comments. 

Very  truly  yours, 


CDJ:mws 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
EXXON  COMPANY 


1.     Submission  of  a  draft  environmental  statement  with  new 

legislation  does  not  shut  off  the  opportunity  for  full  public 
review  and  disclosure  of  review  results.  In  the  ANCSA  case, 
particularly,  those  results  will  be  before  the  Congress  in 
the  final  environmental  statements  and  it  will  undoubtedly 
be  some  time  before  Congress  can  act  due  to  the  time  allowed  for 
the  village  and  regional  corporation  selections.  The  opportunity 
for  input  to  the  decision  process,  as  in  all  legislation,  remains 
completely  open  to  the  public  throughout  the  legislative  process 
yet  to  come.  Congressional  hearings  will  most  likely  be  held 
and  public  comment  sought. 
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Fairbanks  Environmental  Center 


Box  1796 

Fairbanks.  Alaska  90707 

(907) -452-3312 


James  E.  Kowalsky,  Director 


July  22,  1974 


Mr.  Theodorel  Swera 
Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 
National  Park  Service 
US  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Svrem, 


Enclosed  are  the  comments  on  seventeen   (17)  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  for  Secretary  Morton's  recommendations  for  the  National 
Interest  Lands  withdrawn  for  study  purposes  in  Alaska  under  Section  17  d-2 
of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971. 

Our  comments  are  made  after  raview  of  the  Draft  Statements  by  members  of 
our  center,  other  members  of  the  community,  and  other  citizens  from  other 
areas  in  Alaska.  Among  the  reviewers  are  people  personally  familar  with 
the  areas  under  study  and  some  who  live  near  them  in  several  cases.  Others 
are  professional  biologists  of  various  specialities,  geologists  and  others 
from  among  the  science  community. 

Our  comments  on  these  remaining  seventeen  (17)  Drafts  are  submitted  jointly 
with  the  Friends  of  the  Earth  whose  Alaska  Field  Representative  has  assisted 
in  coordination  of  the  reviews  and  drafting  of  the  comments.  The  comments 
are  generally  a  review  of  the  technical  adequacy  of  each  impact  statement. 
In  many  instances  certain  questions  are  asked  about  the  adequacy  of  data  in 
attempts  to  get  the  full  story  on  how  certain  proposal  decisions  were  made. 

The  Fairbanks  Environmental  Center  is  happy  to  take  part  in  this  process 
of  citizen  participation  in  what  we  feel  is  one  of  Alaska's,  and  the  nation's, 
greatest  land  planning  opportunities.  We  hope  that  our  comments  will  be 
helpful,  and  that  our  questions  will  be  fully  answered. 


Sincerely, 

oaJcxx^u  77?.   UbUJb 

Barbara  Tabbert 

President 

FAIRBANKS  ENVIRONMENTAL  CENTER,  Inc. 


&■ 
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Friends  of  The  Earth 

David  Brower,  President 

Box  1796,  Fairbanks,  Alaska  99707 

(907)  452-3312 


Jim  Kowalsky,  Alaska  Representative 


Jtuy  22,  1974 


Mr.  Ted  Swem 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 

National  Park  Service 

US  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Re:  Comments  on  remaining  d-2  statements 

Dear  Mr.  Swem, 

1  am  very  pleased  to  enclose  the  comments  on  the  remaining  seventeen  (17) 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements,  They  are  submitted  jointly  for 
these  seventeen  (17)  only  by  Friends  of  the  Earth  and  the  Fairbanks 
Environmental  Center. 

The  comments  represent  the  personal  reviews  of  the  Drafts  and  separate 
comments  of  Alaskans  from  many  walks  of  life  and  from  many  areas  of 
Alaska.  These  people  range  from  professional  scientists  and  resource 
managers  to  students,  to  FOE  mesabers  of  all  walks  of  life.   I  am 
personally  pleased  that  the  KEPA  process  allows  Alaskan  citizens  and 
others  the  chance  to  take  part  in  this  process. 

In  addition  to  the  comments  as  they  appear  in  each  set,  Friends  of  the 
Earth  makes  these  additional  remarks. 

The  areas  below  are  hereby  proposed  by  Friends  of  the  Earth,  Inc.  to  be 
placed  into  the  United  Nations  World  Heritage,  an  international  program 
conceived  at  the  recent  UN  Stockhcm  Conference  on  the  Human  Environment. 
Further  information  on  the  United  Nations  World  Heritage  may  be  obtained 
from  David  R.  Brower,  Chairman  Friends  of  the  Earth  International,  529 
Commercial,  San  Fransisco,  California  94111. 

The  areas  we  propose  are?  as  follows  (certain  of  these  are  within  S.2918): 

National  Parks  and  Monuments 

Gates  of  the  Arctic  (or  Nunamuit  substitute) 

Yukon-Charley  Rivers 

Cape  Krus ens tern 

Wrangells 

Lake  Clark 

Aniakchak  Caldera 

Mount  Mc Kin ley 
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Nat'l  Parks    and  Monuments   con*~t 


Ka  tma  i 


Ecological  Reserves 

Noatak 

Chukchi-Imuruk 
Kenai  Fiords 

National  Wildlife  Refuges 

Alaska  Peninsula  National  Brown  Bear  Range 

Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Range 

Koyukuk  National  V.'ildlife  Range 

Coastal 

Yuton  Flats  National  Wildlife  Range 

Iliamna  National  Wildlife  Range 

Togiai  National  Wildlife  Range 

Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range 

FOE  will  propose  certain  wild  rivers  for  the  World  Heritage  at  a  later  date. 


Sincerely, 


^y^^  ^ti/tt^^ 


Jim  Kowalsky 

Alaska   Representative 

FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH,    Inc. 


c:c  David  R.  Brower 
Enclosures 
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Fairbanks    Environmental   Center,    Inc;      Friends   of  the   Earth,    Inc. 

COMMENTS    O'n  THE   rR0?OSAL_F0R   THE   FORTYMTLE   NATIONAL  _  AND   WTI.D  AND  SCENIC   RIVER 

General : 

Of  all  the  areas  under  studv  bv  the  Department  of  the  Interior  pursuant  to 
the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  the  Fortymlle  area  is  one  of  the 
richest  In  history:  white  men  travelled  the  area  as  early  as  the  1850*s 
seeking  gold,  furs  and  wme,  The  earliest  gold  strikes  were  centered  In  the 
area  under  study,  and  remains  of  the  pre-Klondike  gold  activity  may  still 
be  seen  on  the  upper  stretches  of  the  rivers  and  their  branches.  Cabins 
may  be  seen  along  the  waterways,  and  many  evidences  of  the  early  mining 
activities  can  still  be  seen.  Later  activity  is  also  evident,  and  recent 
mining  octlvity  can  be  found  in  random  claims  along  the  main  river.  The 
Study  deals  very  well  with  the  historical  background  of  the  Fortymlle  area. 

One  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  this  Study  area  is  that  much  of  the 
proposal  Is.  access Ible  by  motor  vehicle,  and  has  received  intensive  use 
(for  Alaska)  by  hunters,  hikers,  boaters  and  rafters,  as  well  as  sport 
fishermen.  Ten  hours  from  Anchorage  and  eight  from  Fairbanks  on  good  roads, 
with  numerous  access  points  for  power  boats,  the  Fortymlle  study  area  is 
already  heavily  used  by  recreationists.  The  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
purports  to  sustain  this  recreational  use,  to  retain  the  scenic  values 
associated  with  the  area,  and  to  continue  the  management  under  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management. 

Descriptions  of  the  study  area  are  well  done  and  include  all  probable  impacts 
of  the  proposed  action.  However,  the  proposal  has  so  many  loose  threads  that 
it  is  almost  impossible  to  determine,  with  so  many  different  possibilities 
under  the  Scenic,  Wild  and  Recreational  roapn cements,  that  is  to  say,  so  many 
loopholes  for  stretching  the  integrity  of  the  management  techniques,  that 
It  is  difficult  to  d  etermine  what  is  really  being  proposed. 

In  the  first  place,  management  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  under  its 
present  status,  i.e.,  with  no  Organic  Act  to  give  it  policing  powers,  leaves 
much  to  be  desired.  The  history  of  the  BLM  land  management  enforcement  pol- 
icies, for  whatever  reasons,  is  not  a  good  one,  and  potential  and  possible 
abuses  to  the  land  area  under  study  are  very  great,  since  the  Fortymlle  River 
itself  Is  part  of  the  resource  extraction  process.  Even  now,  miners  are 
digging  up  the  shores  with  cat  tractors.  The  BLM  has  not  shown  any  great 
commit  me nt  to  wilderness  management  in  Alaska,  and  this  proposal,  which  is 
weak,  too  flexible  and  without  legal  teeth,  Is  possibly  the  absolute  minimum 
protection  for  this  area. 

The  study  abounds  in  such  phrases  as  "mining  to  be  permitted  under  regulation  tc 
provide  safeguards  against  pollution  and  unnecessary  impairment  of  the  scenery; 
that  provision  be  be  made  for  reasonable  access  to  mineral  deposits..."  But  in 
fact,  the  BLM  has  looked  the  other  way  in  other  areas  where  similar  language 
has  been  employed.  In  other  words,  support  for  BLM  management  cannot  bo  strongly 
endorsed  unless  funding  is  made  to  uphold  this  enforcement,  and  that  those 
charged  with  policing  the  access  and  development  do  a  better  job  In  Alaska  thati 
we  are  used  to  in  the  rest  of  the  state. 

The  nine  purposes  given  on  page  5  are  truly  inspiring. 


246 


Page  25:      Regarding  the   use   or   off-road   vehicles,    the  regulations    proposed    by 
the  Department   of   the   Interior  are  ambiguous   and   netmissive.    The  Bureau  of 
Land   Management   should    Include    In  the  Proposal   Study   the  regulations    in  some 
summary  form  before  the   land    is   designated.    There    is    too  much   latitude   here 
for   off -road   vehicle  abuse. 

Page   37:      The   discussion   of    the   proposed   hinhvavs    to  be   built   by  the  State 
of   Alaska    Is   vague.    Does   this   mean   that   the  Wild   River  designation  may  be 
downgraded   to  Scenic    In  order   to   facilitate  resource   extraction?   Can  we   ex- 
pect  this   kind   of   action  whenever    it    is   deeded   economically   feasible   to 
develop  some  bther  resources? 

Page  79;    "Gold   mining   has   substantially  altered   the   environment,    yet  when 
viewed   from  the   River   the  area    is    pleasing   to   the   uye."   This    is    the   basic 
fallacy    in  land    use  concept   for   the  Wild,   Sceneic   and   Recreational    Rivers 
Systems.    It    is    basically  a   cosmetic   approach,    with  superficial    visual    barriers 
n»  closing  off    view  of  mining  disturbance.    Fences   can  also  hide  junkyards,    but 
this    is   a   rather   poor?  land    use   philosophy.      The   corridors      for   the  Fortymile 
are  only  one  mile  on  each  side  of   the  river,   and   the  other  wild  river  proposal* 
are  2  miles   on  each  side.    Is   this   to  accomodate  the  mining    interest   s?    I   think 
we  should  determine  that   this  river    is  worthy  of  Wild  River  designation,   and 
leave  the  mining   to  other  areas. 

Page   128.    In  the  discussion  of   water  quality,    there    is   no  discussion  of   the 
National    Pollutant   Discharge  System  Permits.    There  are  currently  several 
mining   operations   on  the   river   below  0"uVien  Creek.    One  operator    Is   dumping 
overburden   into   the  river.    Has   he   been  given  a   permit   for   this   and   for   the 
raining  operation.   The  mining  work   there  does   affect   the  water   quality. 

Conclusion: 

This    is   a   wel 1 -documented   and   well-written    imnact   statement,    considering   the 
proposal    Itself.    The  Wild   Scenic  and   Recreation  Rivers  Act   should   be  modified 
for  Alaska,    since  the   lanfl  management   plans   for  entire  drainages   are   not 
considered  as   oart   of   the  management   scerae.      Too  much  mischief   can   go  on 
behind   the  corridor  screen.    Our  concern    Is   for   the   land  masses   surrounding 
the  Rivers   proposals. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FAIRBANKS  ENVIRONMENTAL  CENTER,  INC. 
AND  FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH,  INC. 


1.  The  segment  of  river  classified  as  wild,  scenic,  and  recreational 
will  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  supplemental  criteria 
established  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  published  in  "Guidelines  for  Evaluating 
Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  Areas  Proposed  for  Inclusion 

in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  under  Section  2, 
Public  Law  90-542."  These  guidelines  define  the  classification 
and  management  of  free-flowing  river  areas  proposed  for  inclusion 
in  the  national  system  (See  map  2,  River  Classification) . 

2.  BLM  is  the  successful  administrator  of  wild  rivers  in  other 
portions  of  the  country.  Since  it  administers  the  Federal 
lands  surrounding  the  proposal,  it  is  the  logical  administering 
agency  consistent  with  the  policy  stated  in  the  Nationwide 
Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  that  "Unless  otherwise  designated  by 
Congress. . .Federal  recreation  areas  will  be  administered  by  the 
Federal  agency  having  the  major  landholdings  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  area  at  the  time  of  establishment." 

3.  The  regulations  to  control  the  use  of  off-road  vehicles  will  be 
developed  during  the  preparation  of  the  management  plan  (one  year 
after  designation) . 

4.  See  Response  to  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment  Comment  No.  7. 

5.  See  Response  to  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment  Comment  No.  1. 

6.  Pollutant  Discharge  System  Permits  may  have  been  issued  to  one  or 
more  mining  operations  within  or  upstream  from  the  proposal  area. 
These  permits  are   for  a  five-year  period.  Due  to  the  time  period 
that  will  be  required  for  congressional  action  on  the  proposal, 
these  permits  may  expire  and  the  permittee  must  file  for  a 
reissuance.  The  review  of  the  application  will  insure  that  the 
discharge  is  consistent  with  applicable  effluent  standards  and 
limitations,  water  quality  standards,  and  other  legally  applicable 
requirements . 
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FAIRBANKS  T.V.A.  DEVELOPMENT,  INC. 

510  Secbnd  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  1267 

Fairbanks,  Alaska  99707 

(907)  452-4761  Ext.  37  or  456-4285 


August  6,  1974 


Theodore  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

I  am  advised  by  Senator  Gravel's  office  that  you  are  still  accepting  public  comments 

on  the  impact  statements  for  the  so-called  "D-2"  or  "Four  Systems"  withdrawals  authorized 

by  ANCSA  '71,  and  issued  in  December,  1973. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  and  hope  you  will  accept  my  apologies  for  my  delay  in 
presenting  the  comments  of  the  Fairbanks  Town  and  Village  Association  for  Development, 
Incorporated. 

In  the  way  of  background,  the  Fairbanks  Town  and  Village  Association  (T.V.A.)  for 
Development,  Incorporated  is  an  authorized  Economic  Development  District  established 
by  Interior  Alaskans  under  the  authority  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965. 

In  May  of  this  year,  the  Association  published  its  Initial  Overall  Economic  Development 
Program  for  Interior  Alaska,  and,  as  provided  by  the  Act,  have  requested  formal 
designation  by  the  Economic  Development  Administration  as  an  Economic  Development 
District. 

We  are  requesting  District  boundaries  co-terminous  with  those  of  Doyon,  Limited,  the 
Interior's  Regional  Native  Corporation  authorized  by  ANCSA  '71.  We  will  be,  if 
designated,  the  first  Economic  Development  District  in  the  state  of  Alaska;  and  with 
an  area  slightly  over  200,000  square  miles,  we  will  also  be  the  largest  such  district 
in  the  United  States. 

Our  comments  on  the  draft  statements  are  based  on  the  following  considerations. 

By  our  calculations,  the  acreage  involved  in  the  proposed  Four  Systems  withdrawals 
within  our  proposed  boundaries  total  over  thirty-one  million  acres  or  241  of  the  land 
mass. 

Clearly  a  single  management  program  for  such  a  vast  body  of  land  in  one  place  would 
be  difficult  to  incorporate  within  a  regional  system  of  economic  development  planning 
and  project  development  such  as  we  are  involved  in. 

Here,  however,  the  federal  government  proposes,  as  I  understand  the  Four  Systems 
approach,  to  establish  four  separate  management  systems  administered  by  four  separate 
agencies,  three  of  which  are  under  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
one  of  which  is  under  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  on  fourteen 
separate  parcels  of  withdrawn  lands  within  the  Interior. 
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Ve  believe  that  this  is  an  order  of  complexity  which  makes  compliance  with  our  own 
Congressional  mandate  to  seek  and  encourage  coordination  of  federal  efforts  toward 
sconomic  development  within  the  Economic  Development  Districts  extraordinarily  difficult. 

Failing  to  address  this  highly  relevant  issue  is  a  major  deficiency  in  the  impact 
statements  which  should  be  corrected  prior  to  initiating  further  action  in  the  E.I.S. 
process. 

Vithout  intending  to  demean  the  great  value  of  the  separate  statements  in  providing 
:>asic  resource  information  about  the  individual  parcels,  I  believe  that  the  issue  of 
the  interrelationship  between  the  various  federal  management  systems  which  will  be 
sstablished  should  these  proposals  be  adopted  constitutes  a  "major  federal  action" 
vithin  the  purview  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

\s  such,  it  will  require  the  preparation  and  circulation  of  a  separate  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  within  the  guidelines  established  by  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  of  January  28,  1974. 

Such  a  statement  should  generally  present  a  federal  point  of  view  which  incorporates 
the  following  points  required  under  Section  1500.6  of  the  January  28th  guidelines. 

1.  The  overall  context  of  Alaskan,  national  and  international  issues  which  will 
create  the  framework  within  which  the  Congress  will  likely  make  its  decisions 
on  the  Four  Systems  lands.  Specific  discussion  should  center  on,  for  example: 

A.  Energy  shortages. 

B.  Material  resource  shortages. 

C.  "Project  Independence." 

D.  Demands  for  wilderness  areas  by  non-Alaskans. 

E.  National  Security. 

.  .  .  with  respect  to  Section  1500.8,  Paragraph  (a)  (2)  of  the  Guidelines: 

2.  The  overall  context  of  the  Alaskan  public  and  private  system  of  land  use, 
management,  and  regulation  and  the  kind  of  adjustments  which  will  be 
required  in  order  to  properly  accomodate  and  integrate  the  federal  Four 
Systems  proposal. 

,  .  .  and  with  respect  .to  Section  1500.8  (a.)    (3)  of  the  guidelines: 

3.  An  analysis  and  projection  of  likely  population  changes  both  nationally  and 
within  Alaska  which  may  be  expected  to  accompany  the  implementation  of  the 
federal  Four  Systems  proposal. 

4.  A  proposal  by  the  federal  government  for  coordinating  federal  resources  in 
such  a  way  as  to  provide  assistance  to  state  and  local  government  and  Alaskan 
private  citizens  in  preparing  for  these  population  changes, 

tore  specifically,  the  statement  should  present  a  federal  proposal  --as  opposed  to 
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four  separate  agency  proposals  --  which  discusses  the  following  points: 

1.  The  mechanism  for  integrating  both  the  long  run  planning  and  day  to  day 
management  of  these  parcels  by  the  designated  agencies,  and  other  interested 
federal  agencies. 

2.  The  procedures  by  which  non-federal  public  and  private  interests  within 
Alaska  will  be  incorporated  in  the  federal  mechanism. 

3.  The  procedures  for  resolving  conflicts  between  the  federal  Four  Systems 
proposal  and  the  non-federal  interests  in  the  D-2  withdrawals. 

I  believe  that  without  a  single  overall  environmental  impact  statement  addressed  to 
the  Four  Systems  concept  and  the  kind  of  management  structures  such  a  concept  will 
bring  into  being  that  the  individual  parcel  oriented  impact  statements,  whatever  their 
value  as  resource  summaries,  are  at  best  ad  hoc,  and  at  worst  irrelevant  to  the  central 
issue  of  changing  federal  land  policy  in  Alaska. 

In  concluding  these  comments,  I  would  also  like  to  express  my  continuing  dissatisfaction 
with  the  more  or  less  static  context  within  which  most  environmental  impact  statements 
are  prepared. 

This  problem  is  probably  a  result  of  the  dictionary  definitions  and  semantic  effects 
of  the  term  "impact"  itself.  "Impact"  implies  a  one  time  only  occurrence  as  opposed 
to  the  kind  of  evolving  organic  systems  of  intended  occurrences  and  random  unintended 
effects  which  will  over  time,  accompany  the  "major  federal  actions"  contemplated  bv 
N.E.P.A. 

Although  this  may  not  be  the  proper  forum  for  a  formal  argument  against  the  traditionally 
static  orientation  of  the  environmental  impact  statement,  I  do  feel  that  such  an 
orientation  will  continue  to  plague  the  E.I.S.  process  and  to  diminish  the  significance 
and  influence  in  matters  of  public  policy  and  decision  making  which  was  intended  by 
the  authors  of  N.E.P.A. 

Finally,  I  have  listed  on  an  attachment  the  D-2  withdrawals  which  are  either  totally 
or  partially  within  the  boundaries  of  our  Economic  Development  District.  I  would 
appreciate  it  very  much  if  you  iv'ould  place  our  name  and  address  on  your  permanent 
mailing  lists  for  all  materials  relating  to  these  lands. 

Thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  these  draft  statements. 

Sincerely, 

FAIPJ3ANKS  T.V.A.   DEVELOl^lHNT,   INC. 

X, 

Jerry  Smetzer 
Executive  Director 

JES:bjs 

cc:      Senator  Gravel,  Washington,  D.C. 

Attachments 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FAIRBANKS  T.V.A.  DEVELOPMENT,  INC. 


1.   The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  to  Forest  Service  comment  number  1. 
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Friends  of  the  Earth 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH-ARIZONA  BRANCH 


1.  Section  VIII,  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action,  discusses 

an  alternative  of  withdrawing  all  lands  in  the  basin  classified 
d-2.  This  would  involve  825  miles  and  750,000  acres  of  the 
Fortymile  drainage.  The  study  concluded  that  only  those 
recommended  portions  qualified  for  inclusion  in  the  national 
system. 

2.  Section  VIII  states  that  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  considered  the  area  in  the  preliminary 
review  under  ANCSA  and  did  not  identify  any  portion  of  the 
Fortymile  for  further  consideration.  BIM  is  the  successful 
manager  of  wild  rivers  in  other  States.  It  is  our  policy 

to  recommend  as  potential  manager  the  Federal  agency  managing 
adjacent  lands  if  it  has  the  ability  to  manage  for  the  purposes 
proposed. 

3.  Based  upon  the  available  data  we  believe  the  impact  on  mining 
is  a  reasonable  assessment. 


spiraSSon  Consolidated  Copper  Company 


55  Madison  Avenue,  P.O.  Box  224  7-R,  Morristown,  New  Jersey  07960 
Telephone:  N.J.  -  201  540  -  9898  •  N.Y.  -  212  344  -  6865  /Telex:  136310 


RICHARD  R.  HYDE 
President 


April  1,  1974 


Mr.  Theodore  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

In  response  to  the  Department  of  Interior's  invitation  to  submit  comments 
on  the  draft  environmental  statements  for  the  proposed  National  Parks, 
Wildlife  Refuges,  Forests,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  in  Alaska  (Federal 
Register,  Vol.  38,  No.  248-Friday,  December  28,  1973),  I  have  comments 
concerning  some  of  the  areas  in  which  we  were  or  are  actively  exploring 
for  mineral  deposits. 

The  Mount  McKinley  National  Park  proposal  includes  small  mines  or 
mineralized  districts  south  of  the  existing  park  which  have  good  mineral 
potential.   Specific  areas  of  interest  include  the  Golden  Zone  Mine, 
Partin  Creek,  and  Ohio  Creek.   Others  undoubtedly  exist  within  this  mineral 
belt  which  should  be  carefully  evaluated  before  withdrawal  as  a  National 
Park. 


The  Wrangell-St.  Elias  National  Park  proposal  for  south-central  Alaska 
is  also  an  area  of  high  mineral  potential  which  should  have  sufficient 
subsurface  geologic  exploration  to  either  prove  or  disprove  the  existence 
of  commercial  ore  bodies  before  being  locked  into  a  National  Park.   I 
noted  in  your  environmental  statement,  "Early  mine  sites  testify  to  the 
region's  historic  mining  era,"  and  I  regard  this  as  good  evidence  for  the 
existence  of  mineral  deposits.   Also,  as  noted  in  your  National  Forest 
System  Proposals  under  23  on  page  14,  "It  has  a  variety  of  outstanding 
resources  that  suggest  a  need  for  multiple-use  management,  including 
minerals,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  outstanding  scenery.   It 
contains  deposits  of  copper  and  associated  minerals  which  some  experts 
consider  highly  significant." 

Other  areas  listed  in  the  National  Forest  System  Proposals  which  I  believe 
should  be  under  multiple-use  management  are  numbers  21.  Porcupine  National 
Forest,"  and  22.  "Yukon-Kuskokwum  National  Forest."   I  also  believe 
number  25.  "Forty  Mile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River"  should  be  under 
multiple-use  management.   It  obviously  has  mineral  potential  which  should 
be  carefully  evaluated  before  withdrawal.   The  draft  statement  acknowledges, 
"In  1886,  the  first  gold  in  Alaska  was  discovered  in  the  Forth  mile  basin." 
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We  are  somewhat  familiar  with  the  above  five  from  the  list  of  28  and  feel 
that  hasty  selection  of  candidate  areas  for  single-purpose  rather  than 
multiple-use  is  completely  unnecessary,  unrealistic,  and  ill-advised.   We 
strongly  recommend  continued  public  management  of  this  land  under  the 
multiple-use — sustained  yield  concepts  with  environmental  constraints. 

Mineral  regions  in  Alaska  are  widely  distributed  geographically  and 
geologically  and,  where  well  studied,  show  rational  relations  with  other 
geologic  entities.   They  do  not  necessarily  show  well  ordered  relations 
with  land  management  boundaries  even  though  they  constitute  some  of  the 
most  important  potential  mineral  resources  of  the  United  States. 

Current  data  allows  definition  of  numerous  belts  of  some  mineralized  regions- 
Others  undoubtedly  exist.   The  known  and  anticipated  metalliferous  areas 
lie  partly  on  state  and  federal  land  which  are  open  to  mineral  entry, 
partly  on  lands  currently  of  D-2  type. 

These  areas  should  not  be  included  in  any  single-use  system  until  after  a 
complete  evaluation  has  been  made  by  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  the  State 
of  Alaska,  or,  preferably,  by  private  industry.   This  is  essential  if  the 
United  States  of  America  is  to  maintain  a  strong  mineral  position. 

Our  main  recommendations  to  the  Department  of  Interior  are  to  keep  this 
land  open  for  mineral  exploration  and  development  and  to  recognize  that 
mineral  lands  may  need  special  status  and  deserve  protection  as  do  other 
special-value  lands.   Since  mineral  deposits  naturally  occur  where  they 
are,  we,  when  seeking  these  deposits,  are  compelled  to  search  where  nature 
has  created  them. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  matters. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  R^tiyde 
RRH:mlm 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
INSPIRATION  CONSOLIDATED  COPPER 


1.   The  proposal  reflects  the  need,  as  set  forth  in  ANCSA  as  a 
congressional  mandate,  to  preserve  certain  natural  and 
ecological  areas  of  national  interest  apart  from  mineral 
development.  This  need  is  also  reflected  in  the  policy 
set  forth  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  that  certain 
selected  rivers,  together  with  their  immediate  environment, 
shall  be  protected  for  the  benefit  and  enjoyment  of  present 
and  future  generations. 
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Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  the  Environmental  Statements  in 
regard  to  the  ANCSA  and  Wildlife  refuges.   I  am  uncertain  whether  your 
plans  effect  halibut  fishing  in  the  areas  concerned.   If  the  refuge  re- 
gulations do  not  effect  commercial  halibut  fishing,  we  can  accept  the 
draft  report.   If  the  plans  will  effect  this  fishery,  we  will  have  to 
know  what  specific  rules  or  regulations  are  intended. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Bernard  E.  Skud 

Director  of  Investigations 
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THOR    TOLLEFSON,    chairman 

RM    IIS.  GCriEHAL    ADMINISTRATION    BUILDING 
OI.YMPIA,  WASHINGTON 

W.  R.  HOURSTON,  vice-chairman 

DFPARTMtMT    OF    THE     ENVIRONMENT 

VANCOUVER,  B  C 

RICHARD    NELSON 

BOX    2204 

VANCOUVER.  8  C. 

DONALD    R.JOHNSON 

NATIONAL  OC£>N1C  AND  ATMOS^HEFIIC  ADMINISTRATION 

SEATTLE  .  WASHINGTON 

RODERICK    HAIGBROWN 

?250    CAMPBCLL    RIVER    ROAD 
CAMPBELL    RIVER,  B.C. 
DE  WITT    GILBERT 

28S2-44™    AVENUE    WEST 
SEATTLE,  WASHINGTON 


INTERNATIONAL  PACIFIC  SALMON 
FISHERIES  COMMISSION 


ESTABLISHED    Qr    CONVTNTiON 

BETWEEN    CANADA 

AND   THE   UNITED    STATES 

FOR    THE    PROTECTION 

PRESERVATION    AND     EXTENSION    C     IT 

SOCKCYC    ANO    PINK     SALMON    FISHERIC5 

OF   THE    FRA&m    RIVER    SYSTEM 

A    C    COOPER 

oinecroR 

OFFICE    ANO    LABORATORY 
P.  O    BOX    30 
NEW    WESTMINSTER,  B   C  V3[        4X9 

TELEPHONE 
5213771 


January  7,  1974- 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Deal-  Sir: 

We  wish  to  e4mowledge  your  letter  of  December  28  and 
enclosed  Draft  Environmental.  Statement s  in  regard  to  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act. 

We  do  not  bslieve  it  is  within  the  authority  of  this 
Commission  to  offer  comment  on  these  particular  environmental 
issues. 


Yours  very  truly, 

INTERNATIONAL  PACIFIC  SALMON 
FISHERIES  COMMISSION 


A.C.  Cooper 
Director 
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new  york  avenue,   n.w.,  Washington,   d.c.   20006 


(202)    785-9577 


January  15,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Sv/em: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  dated  December  28,  1973  concerning  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statements  in  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act  (ANCSA)  of  1971. 

We  have  looked  over  the  draft  and  appreciate  being  given  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  it.  However,  we  do  not  have  enouqh  information  on  the  issue 
or  the  staff  capacity  to  make  a  comment  on  the  proposal.  At  the  same  time, 
however,  it  should  not  be  assumed  that  our  organization  agrees  with  the  draft 
just  because  we  have  not  submitted  a  comment  on  it. 

Although  we  will  not  be  making  comments  on  these  drafts,  we  would  like  to 
continue  to  receive  these  proposals  for  our  information.  Thank  you  for 
your  interest  in  NACo's  ideas  on  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


Carol  Shaskan 

Legislative  Research  Assistant 


260 


f 


A  a  fiona/  Srocielu  c/' 73fy  c/bteec*  i  fif  <dj  f  ainee  't  J  \ 


:.■■    :.-.■:-.:■    fss    ...-■■    ■■.     ESSESSSKTSi'ssa 

2    O    2    9         K         STREET 


N.W.,  WASHINGTON,  D.  C.,  2000C 


March  13,    1974 


(202)  331-7020 

OFFICE  OF  THE 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


Mr.   Theodor  R.    Swem,    Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.    S.    Department  of  Interior 
Washington,    D.    C.    20240 

Dear  Mr.    Swein: 

The  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers  is 
pleased  to   submit  the  attached  comments  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statements  with  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971.     These  were  prepared  in 
consultation  with  our  affiliated   state  society,   the  Alaska 
Society  of  Professional  Engineers. 

We  appreciate  being,  given  the  opportunity  to  review 
these  st  at  e  me  nt  s  . 


Very  truly  yours, 

Paul  H.    Robbins,    P.E. 
Executive  Director 


^ 


PHR:jr 
Enclosure 

cc   -         Donald  R.    Dent,    P.E.,    President, 

Alaska  Society  of  Professional  Engineers 
Robert  L.    Reitinger,    P.E.,    President,    NSPE 
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COMMENTS  ON  ALASKA 
LAND  RECOMMENDATIONS  E.I.S.  REPORTS 


The  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers  recognizes  that  our  natural 
resources  are  a  priceless,  yet  exhaustible,  heritage;  that  the  practice  of 
sound  conservation  should  always  be  the  National  policy;  and  that  many  of 
this  country's  natural  resources  have  been  and  are  being  exploited  and  wasted 
because  of  political  or  economic  short  sightedness  in  their  development. 

Since  many  of  these  resources  are  both  finite  and  irreplaceable,  we  believe 

that  their  conservation  and  development  require  a  high  degree  of  engineering 

competence  in  cooperation  with  other  professional  skills  necessary  to  a  sound 
conservation  program. 

It  is  with  these  premises  that  members  of  the  Alaska  Society  of  Professional 
Engineers  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statements  prepared  by  the 
Alaska  Planning  Group. 

Subjects  of  principal  concern  and  which  are  primarily  in  the  engineers  area 
of  expertise  are;  (1)  transportation  planning  and  development;  (2)  mineral 
use  and  development;  and  (3)  balanced  land  use  planning.   Before  commenting 
on  specific  impact  statements  we  believe  some  general  statements  on  the  total 
proposal  package  should  be  made. 

For  example : 

1.  Either  by  design  or  accident  the  entire  northern  portion  of  Alaska 
(except  for  the  trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  corridor)  may  be  blocked 
from  land  access  if  all  recommended  areas  are  placed  in  management 
systems  which  basically  oppose  development  of  land  transportation. 
While  land  transportation  may  prove  unnecessary  in  future  decades  the 
subjective  decision  to  presently  prohibit  or  grossly  restrict  it  in 
view  of  the  gas,  oil,  and  other  mineral  potential  (e.g.  Kobuk,  Brooks 
Range,  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  4,  etc.)  does  not  appear  to  be  in  the 
national  interest,  particularly  in  view  of  recent  shortages.   Review 
of  the  impact  statements  indicate  that  the  information  developed  for 
the  statements  has  been  gathered  and  interpreted  by  agency  personnel 
operating  from  a  viewpoint  (except  for  Forest  Service  proposals) 
which  basically  opposes  resource  utilization  or  development. 

2.  Most  of  the  proposals  indicate  that  development  of  any  facility  or 
any  utilization  of  resources  will  require  further  detailed  analysis 
and  most  likely  a  separate  environmental  statement.   We  recommend  that 
this  concern  be  extended  to  include  a  complete  economic  and  resource 
analysis  of  values  foregone  by  placement  of  particular  recommended 
areas  into  particular  systems. 

3.  The  attempt  to  introduce  innovative  ideas  in  various  management  systems 
is  refreshing,  although  as  proposed  it  is  confusing  and  administratively 
questionable.   In  terms  of  mineral  development  in  National  Parks  and 
Wildlife  Refuges,  for  example,  assurance  must  be  given  that  adequate 
access,  with  feasible  environmental  constraints,  may  be  developed  and 
proposals  will  be  given  an  objective  analysis  by  administrative 
personnel. 
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4.   The  areas  of  ecological  concern  appear  to  add  80-90  million  acres  to 
the  proposed  34  million  acres  with  little  apparent  justification  other 
than  agency  desire  to  manage  more  land.   Further  explanation  and 
justification  is  needed  to  establish  credibility  for  objective  land 
use  planning. 

While  the  above  comments  are  general  concerns,  we  request  that  final  impact 
statements  address  the  following  specifics: 

Chukchi-Imuruk  National  Reserve  -  Report  indicates  (p.  270)  that  severity 
of  climate,  distance  from  population  center,  and  location  preclude  extensive 
development  or  use  of  area  even  if  not  included  in  National  Park  or 
Wildlife  Refuge.   An  analysis  should  be  made  objectively  setting  forth  that 
climate,  remoteness  and  inaccessibility  limit  tourism  and  recreational 
values  and  compare  this  with  other  resource  uses  which  will  be  foregone. 

Beaver  Creek  Wild  River  -  The  logic  in  this  statement  does  not  appear 
objective.   Comments  on  page  21  recognize  that  life  styles  are  changing 
towards  a  cash  economy  which  will  require  rural  development,  yet  the  proposal 
is  biased  against  transportation  development,  mineral  exploration  and  timber 
harvesting  and  states  that  these  necessary  uses  might  be  foreclosed  (p.  68). 

Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument  -  Precluding  hydroelectric  development  (p. 211) 
and  land  transportation  (p.  219)  without  a  complete  study  and  objective 
analysis  is  neither  sound  land  use  planning  or  in  the  National  interest. 
This  is  especially  true  when  the  same  basic  philosophy  is  extended  throughout 
34  million  acres  of  adjacent  and/or  nearby  lands.   We  believe  it  is  in  the 
National   interest  to  work  out  a  more  objective  compromise  between  preservation 
and  wise  use  of  resource. 

Stated  bias  against  transportation  development  (p.  216)  precludes  any 
rational  analysis  of  future  need  unjustifiably.   The  stated  intent  of  the 
Nana  Native  Region  to  select  Onion  Portage  appears  to  negate  this  report's 
most  important  justification  thus — the  withdrawal  of  1.85  million  acres 
possessing  high  copper,  asbestos,  jade  and  other  minerals  is  questionable 
in  view  of  mineral  shortages. 

Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  -  Justification  for  the  subjective  time  limit 
(20  years)  prohibiting  any  mineral  development  or  transportation  development 
in  a  area  with  high  mineral  potential  (p.  197)  and  geographically  located 
in  an  area  containing  two  proposed  primary  transportation  routes  (p.  191) 
is  needed.   With  the  energy  and  mineral  crisis  presently  confronting  us, 
placing  this  7.6  million  acres  which  is  either  contiguous  to  or  nearby  an 
additional  11.8  million  acres  preserved  for  the  same  purposes  should  be  further 
justified.   We  recommend  that  prior  to  placing  this  area  in  the  Refuge 
System  an  interdisciplinary  team  should  make  a  detailed,  objective  cost- 
benefit  analysis. 

Gates  of  The  Arctic  National  Park  -  The  errata  sheet  states  that  wilderness 
designation  is  not  certain;  however  the  278  page  analysis  is  based  on 
immediate  wilderness  designation  for  most  of  the  area.   Since  the  original 
Gates  of  The  Arctic  proposal  (HR  1127)  was  for  4.1  million  acres  and  this 
proposal  encompasses  8.4  million  acres,  the  objectivity  and  rational 
analysis  of  the  proposal  is  questioned.   We  agree  that  there  are  areas  of 
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tremendous  scenic  splendor  in  the  Brooks  Range  which  should  be  placed 
in  a  National  Park.   However,  mineral  values  in  particular  should  be 
quantified  before  a  decision  on  this  area  is  made  especially  since  the 
report  (p.  51)  states  that  metallic  mineral  resources  have  not  been  evaluated. 
The  report  should  also  mention  that  approval  of  this  proposal  in  conjunction 
with  the  Noatak,  Kobuk,  Selawik  and  Yukon  Flats  proposals  would  preclude 
rational  development  for  almost  all  of  Northern  Alaska. 

Yukon  Charley  National  Rivers  -  This  2.3  million  acre  proposal  contains 
highly  mineralized  areas  (p.  195),  a  proposed  major  land  transportation 
route  (p.  201),  and  two  major  hydroelectric  proposals  (p.  193).   The  report 
recognizes  (p.  202-203)  that  substantial  increase  in  demand  for  transportation 
facilities  will  result  if  the  proposal  is  implemented .   For  example,  the 
report  conveys  the  need  for  both  conservation  and  use  of  resources  (multiple 
use)  and  proposes  that  mining  in  certain  areas  be  permitted,  sport 
hunting  with  certain  qualifications  be  permitted,  etc.   This  rationale 
leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  area  should  be  placed  in  a  multiple  use 
system  rather  than  be  made  a  unit  of  the  National  Park  System. 

Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge  -  From  a  systematic  land  use  planning 
viewpoint  the  facts  presented  do  little  to  support  the  conclusion.   For 
example,  it  is  recommended  that  this  2.8  million  acres  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  development,  (p.  58  states  that  the  area  is  within  a  major  hard 
metal  province)  and  future  land  transportation  be  restricted  (p.  120) . 
The  justification  for  this  action  is  the  need  for  wildlife  protection. 
However,  the  statistics  in  the  wildlife  section  appear  low  in  comparison 
with  other  areas  (i.e.  32  ducks/sq.  mi.  in  this  proposal  compared  with 
60  ducks/sq.  mi.  in  the  proposed  Chukchi-Imuruk  National  Wildlands  Park 
and  99  ducks/sq.  mi.  in  the  Yukon  Flats  Refuge  proposal).   The  lowland 
(waterfowl)  habitat  is  only  a  small  portion  of  the  whole  area.   For  other 
game:   caribou  (non-existant  p.  73),  few  moose  (p.  74),  few  black  bear, 
east  of  proposal  (p.  74),  grizzly  (less  than  100).   We  suggest  that  a  complete 
inter-disciplinary  economic  analysis  and  inventory  of  mineral  resources  be 
completed  on  this  area  before  congressional  action. 

Lake  Clark  National  Park  -  The  U.S.G.S.,  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Federal-State 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission  have  all  stated  that  the  Lake  Clark  area  has 
very  high  mineral  (copper  specifically)  potential  yet  this  report  does  not 
consider  these  assessments  and  prohibits  mineral  development,  hydroelectric 
development  and  places  major  restrictions  on  future  land  access  in  an 
area  which  is  critical  (geographically)  to  future  development  on  the  entire 
Alaska  Peninsula-Bristol  Bay  Area.   We  recommend  an  inter-disciplinary  team 
prepare  a  complete  resource  (including  mineral)  and  economic  analysis  on 
this  area  prior  to  congressional  action. 

National  Forest  Proposals  -  Since  these  proposals  will  be  managed  for 
multiple  use  we  believe  adequate  analysis  of  future  uses,  developments,  and 
protection  can  be  made  as  the  occasion  arises.   Our  major  concern  in  these 
proposals  is  that  the  recommendations  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  classification 
appear  to  be  made  with  a  minimum  of  information.   Further  analysis  should 
be  made.   Immediate  classification,  especially  for  wild  rivers  appears 
inconsistant  with  the  agency's  stated  multiple  use  approach  to  planning. 
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Phone:  202-483- 1 ::,G 


July  22,    1974 


Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 


Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Fortymile  proposal 
has  been  reproduced. 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 


Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  December  28,  1973  transmitting  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  that  part  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act  (ANCSA)  pertaining  to  disposition  of  previously-identified  "17(d)(2)  lands". 

The  National  Wildlife  Federation  plans  to  comment  in  brief  on  the  remaining  twenty-one 
separate  proposals  for  additions  to  existing  components  or  establishing  new  units  of 
the  four  national  systems  -  wildlife  refuges,  parks,  forests  and  wild  and  scenic 
rivers.   The  brevity  of  our  present  addressal  of  the  proposals  should  not  be  interpreted 
as  a  lack  of  interest  in  this  important  action.   It  simply  means  that  the  Federation 
believes  it  will  be  afforded  ample  opportunity  to  thoroughly  review  each  of  the 
proposals,  if  it  elects  to  do  so,  as  they  come  before  the  Congress  in  public  hearings 
during  the  next  several  years. 

Before  commenting  on  the  specific  proposals  we  would  like  to  make  some  general 
observations  and  recommendations  relative  to  many  of  the  proposals  made  pursuant  to 
paragraph  17(d)(2)  of  ANCSA.   We  note  that  sport  hunting  is  to  be  permitted  in  some,  but 
not  all,  elements  of  the  National  Park  System.   Though,  in  our  judgment  th.t  approach 
signifies  an  enlightened  move  for  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS) ,  it  still  implies 
inconsistent  scientific  management  of  Alaska's  bountiful  wildlife  resources  with  cropping- 
through  hunting-used  as  a  management  tool  in  certain  areas  only. 

As  an  organization  dedicated  to  encouraging  the  management  of  all  natural  resources  - 
especially  the  renewable  ones  such  as  wildlife  -  the  Federation  is  firmly  opposed  to 
any  plan  which  could  limit  or  restrict  sound  wildlife  management  activities.   We  believe 
that  professional  resource  managers  should  be  given  the  widest  possible  latitude  and 
be  permitted  the  greatest  practicable  flexibility  in  the  decisions  and  actions  taken 
to  enhance  Alaska's  wildlife  resources.   Therefore,  the  Federation  recommends  that 
scientific  management  of  wildlife  resources  be  implemented  in  all  AJaskan  areas 
intended  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Park  System  and  that  all  decisions  regarding  the 
management  tools  to  employ  in  this  regard  be  left  up  to  the  professional  managers. 

We  also  note  that  subsistency  hunting  by  the  Alaskan  natives  will  be  permitted  on  all 
lands  included  within  the  proposals.   While  we  are  not  opposed  to  subsistence  uses  of 
these  lands,  for  we  recognize  the  need  for  such  uses  by  native  villagers,  we  strongly 
urge  those  overseeing  the  individual  areas  to  employ  subsistence  hunting  in  such  a 
manner  that  it  becomes  a  tool  in  the  scientific  management  of  wildlife  resources. 
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protection  for  the  natural  spawning  areas  of  the  sockeye  salmon.   Therefore,  we  can 
agree  in  principle  with  the  proposal  to  establish  a  national  park  to  preserve  this 
area  for  future  generations. 

Lake  Clark  National  Park: 

The  Federation  can  support  in  principle  this  proposal  as  it  is  described  in  the  draft 
EIS.   We  especially  endorse  the  provision  to  allow  sport  hunting  in  certain  sections 
of  the  park. 

Mo unt  McKinley  Nat i onal  Park : 

The  Federation  supports  the  proposed  additions  to  Mount  McKinley  National  Park.   The 
additions  will  provide  outstanding  recreational  opportunities,  easily  accessible  to 
Alaskans  by  highway  and  railroad  from  Fairbanks  and  Anchorage. 

Unalnl -.I  net  National  Wild  River : 

The  Federation  supports  the  proposal  in  principle.   Administration  as  a  wild  river  will 
provide  remarkable  outdoor  recreation  while  preserving  the  primitive  character  of  the 
river. 

Fortymile  National  Wild  and  S cenic  River : 

The  Federation  supports  this  proposal  in  principle.   Its  accessibility  from  the 
Alaska  Highway  should  encourage  people  traveling  to  Alaska  from  the  lower  forty-eight 
states  to  visit  and  enjoy  the  numerous  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  provided  by 
this  proposal. 

We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  our  views. 

Sincerely, 


ff  y  / 

/  *   THOMAS  L.  KIMBALL  ; 


c   //)  /A<  / 


Executive  Vice  President 


cc:   Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Secretary  of  Agriculture 

Chairman,  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
Chairman,  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
NWF  Officers  and  Staff 
A.  W.  "Bud"  Boddy 
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NORTHV7ESTERN   UNIVERSITY 

EVANSTON,  ILLINOIS  60201 


PUBLIC   LANDS   PROJECT 


Mr.    Theodor  R.    Swem 

Cha  irman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.   20240 


2040  SHERIDAN   ROAD 
EVANSTON,  ILLINOIS  60201 
TELEPHONE  (312)  492-3559 


June  25,  1974 


Re:  Forty  Mile  Wild  &  Scenic  River  Proposal 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Swem, 


The  following  are  the  comments  of  the  Public  Lands  Project,  and  do  not 
represent  the  views  of  Northwestern  University.   The  Public  Lands  Project  is 
an  academic  study  group  at  Nor thve stern  which  conducts  research  on  the 
administration  of  natural  resources  and,  particularly,  of  the  public  lands 
administered  by  agencies  of  the  federal  government. 

(1)   Park  Service  Administration.   Our  major  suggestion  is  that  this  Wild  &  Scenic 
River  be  managed  by  the  National  Park  Service.   We  urge  Park  Service  administration 
for  reasons  of  administrative  efficiency,  not  due  to  any  distrust  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management.   In  connection  with  management  of  the  Yukon-Charley  National 
Rivers,  the  Park  Service  will  be  establishing  Park  headquarters  in  the  town  of 
Eagle.   The  BLM,  however,  does  not,  as  we  currently  understand  it,  plan  to  have 
a  field  office  nearly  as  close;  nor  would  it  be  as  efficient  to  establish  such 
an  office,  when  the  Park  Service  will  be  establishing  a  major  facility  in  the 
area.   Eagle  is  connected  to  the  Forty  Mile  drainage  by  the  Taylor  highway,  and 
is  only  approximately  40  miles  from  the  Forty  Mile  River  itself. 

Designation  of  the  National  Park  Service  as  administering  agency  for  the 
Forty  Mile  Wild  and  Scenic  River  area  would  facilitate  visitor  use;  such  information 
would  be  not  only'  a  convenience  to  the  visitor,  but  would  have  safety  advantages, 
and  would  facilitate  general  enforcement  of  federal  regulations. 

We  do  understand  from  the  DEIS  that  the  Park  Service  has  indicated  that  it 
does  not  desire  acquisition  of  this  area.   However,  we  do  not  feel  that  "cream-skimming" 
by  the  Park  Service  is  a  reasonable  justification  for  the  Secretary  and  the  Congress 
passing  up  a  preferable  management  concept.   Nor  is  an  implicit  rationale  of  making 
sure  the  BLM  acquires  "its  share"  a  viable  reason  for  creating  an  administrative 
inefficiency.   In  any  case,  we  have,  elsewhere  supported  B1M  management  in  Alaska 
(see  our  comments  on  the  Unalakleet  Wild  River  Proposal.) 

We  have  made  this  same  sort  of  comment  on  the  DEIS's  for  the  Yukon-Charley 
National  Rivers  proposal,  and  the  Beaver  Creek  and  Birch  Creek  Wild  Rivers  proposals. 
Our  comments  are  inter-related,  since  we  feel  that  these  proposals  are  all 
inter-related,  even  though  the  Department  has  chosen  to  treat  them  separately. 
We  urge  you  to  read  those  four  comments  together,  and  to  seriously  consider  the 
four  proposals  together.   In  addition,  we  feel  that  the  Forty  Mile  is  most  clearly 
appropriate  for  Park  Service  management  of  the  three  areas  (Forty  Mile,  Birch,  and  Beaver1.) 
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(2)  We  support  the  scope  of  the  proposed  designation.   We  might  prefer  to  see  the 
entire  drainage  (your  "alternative  1")  designated,  but  undertand  your  rationale 

of  the  appropriateness  of  the  river  system  segments.   We  specifically  oppose 
the  other  alternatives,  particularly  the  third,  DOYON-suggested  alternative. 

The  following  comments  are  on  details  of  the  proposal  and  DEIS. 

(3)  Timber.  While  the  likelihood  of  a  commercial  timber  "development"  is  said 
to  be  minimal  in  the  DEIS,  the  possibility  exists.   What,  specifically,  is  the 
timber  potential,  and  what  is  the  potential  impact  on  logging  on  the  Wild  &  Scenic 
Rivers  area?   Particularly,  what  would  be  the  effects  of  logging-caused  erosion 
and  other  aesthetic  degradations?  What  regulations  could  the  Secretary  enforce 

to  maintain  the  aesthetic  values  of  the  river  and  prevent  water  qaulity  degradation. 

(4)  Mining  Activity.   The  DEIS  is  very  imprecise  in  specifying  the  status  of 
mining  claims  within  the  proposal  boundary.   Are  these  claims  actual  operations, 
and  economic , viable  mining  operations?   If  such  discussion  shows  that  these  claims 
are  of  low  value,  the  Secretary  ought  to  withdraw  these  areas  from  the  operation 
of  the  mining  laws  and  mineral  lease  laws  so  that  this  mining  potential  use  will 
not  conflict  with  the  higher  value  recreation  and  preservation  management  objectives 
of  the  designation.  If  so,  would  it  not  then  be  appropriate  to  designate  the  whole  a 


Wild' 
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(5)  The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  describe  what  authority  could  be  exercised  by 
the  Department  or  its  agencies  to  prevent  occurances  of  noise,  air  or  water  pollutionj  4 
from  impinging  upon  and  degrading  the  proposed  Wild  &  Scenic  River.   What  mitigating 
authorities  does  the  department  have  to  protect  the  proposal  area  from  such  incurs iot^ 

(6)  On  page  25,  you  state  that  mining  operations  regulations  will  be  drawn  up 
by  the  Bureau  in  consultation  with  "  ..  user  groups."  Those  groups  should  include 
representatives  of  recreational  and  preservationist  interests  as  well  as  mining 
interests.   What  plans  does  the  Department  have  to  include  such  groups? 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention  to  our  comments.   We  would  appreciate 
receiving  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIS  when  it  is  available. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew  Barkan  Raymond  Felton 

Research  Assistant  Research  Assistant 


'aul  J/  Culhane 
Research  Associate 


pjc 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
NORTHWESTERN  UNIVERSITY,  PUBLIC  LANDS  PROJECTS 


1.  BLM  is  the  successful  administrator  of  wild  rivers  in  other 
portions  of  the  country.  Since  it  administers  the  lands 
surrounding  the  proposal,  it  is  the  logical  administering 
agency  consistent  with  the  policy  stated  in  the  Nationwide 
Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  that  "Unless  otherwise  designated  by 
Congress. . .Federal  recreation  areas  will  be  administered  by 
the  Federal  agency  having  the  major  landholdings  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  area  at  the  time  of  establishment."  The 
river  would  be  managed  under  the  authority  of  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  consistent  with  the  "Guidelines  for 
Evaluating  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  Areas  Proposed 
for  Inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. " 

2.  Since  the  commercial  timber  is  found  in  stringers  and  isolated 
stands  along  the  river,  there  is  very  little  likelihood  for 
economic  development.  Since  new  commercial  activities  would 

be  prohibited  within  the  designated  area,  impact  should  be  minimal. 

3.  The  status  of  the  claims  cannot  be  readily  verified  since  the 
records  are  located  at  various  sites  and,  many  times,  the 
actual  status  requires  verification.  Active  mines  have  been 
identified.  By  law,  valid  claims  must  be  recognized  even  in 
wild  river  segments. 

4.  The  Secretary's  authority  would  run  to  those  lands  over  which  he 
exercises  control.  Cooperative  agreements  would  be  sought  with 
adjacent  landowners.  On  the  area,  control  would  be  exercised  by 
management  practices ,  i.e.,  limited  access ,  regulation  of 
equipment  use,  etc. 

5.  All  user  groups  would  be  involved  if  and  when  it  becomes  necessary 
to  develop  the  guidelines. 
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Saguaro  Ecology  Club 

6250  82nd  Street 
Scottsdale,  Arizona 

85253 


Please 'venly  to: 
1^-725  H.  70th  St. 
Scottsdale,  Az.  85251 

May  31,  197ij- 


Theodor  R.  Swera 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  202k0 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Saguaro  Ecology  Club  endorses  the  excellent  proposal  for  Fortymile 
Wild  and  Scenic  River,   The  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
however,  was "  deficient  in  the  following  areas. 

1)  The  alternative  of  including  more  of  the  Watershed  in  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  System  was  not  discussed. 

2)  The  alternative  of  designating  the  area  a  national  Pari:  should!  2 
be  considered. 

I  3)  The  impacts  of  mining  and  related  activities  within  the  I  3 
I    watershed  area  should  be  carefully  studied. 


1 


Thank  you  very  much. 


Sincerely, 
Tom  Wright 


«m 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
SAGUARO  ECOLOGY  CUB 


1.  Please  see  our  response  to  comment  number  1  from  the  Friends  of 

the  Earth,  Arizona  Branch. 

2.  Please  see  our  response  to  comment  number  2  from  the  Friends  of 
the  Earth,  Arizona  Branch. 

3.  Please  see  our  response  to  comment  number  3  from  the  Friends  of 
the  Earth,  Arizona  Branch. 
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\  S  I  hRR  A    CLU  B        Mills  Tower,  San  Francisco  94104 


1  i 

bv  Ansel  Adams  in  77:/ 5  /.•  rJv  /k'.vn.Mn  /..-ir'- 


July  18,  1974 

Mr.  Theodore  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Interior  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Enclosed  with  this  letter  are  the  comments  of  the  Sierra  Club  on  the 
draft  EIS's  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  the  following  proposals 
in  the  State  of  Alaska: 

Gates  of  the  Arctic  National    Park 

Cape  Krusenstern  National   Park 

Katrnai   National   Park 

Harding  Icefield-Kenai  Fjords  National  Monument 

Lake  Clark  National    Park 

Mt.  McKinley  National   Park   (extensions) 

Wrangell-St.    Elias  National    Park  and 

Wrangell   Mountains  National   Forest 

Yukon-Charley  National    Rivers 

Fortymile  National   Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Chukchi -Imuruk  National   Reserve 

Yukon  Flats  National   Wildlife  Refuge  and 

Porcupine  National    Forest 

Arctic  National   Wildlife  Refuge 

Yukon-Kuskokwim  National    Forest 

Koyukuk  National   Wildlife  Refuge 

Yukon  Delta  National   Wildlife  Refuge 

Noatak  National   Arctic  Range 

Iliamna  National   Resource  Range 

Togiak  National   Refuge 

The  Club  would  appreciate  inclusion  of  these  comments  in  the  Record. 


Sincerely, 

''-'<- 
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Edgar  Waybur 
Chairman,  Al 
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FORTYMILE  NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS 

Page  i.  Why  are  the  corridors  in  the  Bortymile  two  miles 
wide,  but  four  miles  wide  on  the  Birch,  Beaver,  and  Unalakleet 
Wild  River  proposals? 

Page  1,  A  comparison  of  uses  permitted  and  not  permitted 
should  be  listed  for  the  three  river  classifications. 

Page  3»   Why  is  there  no  area  of  ecological  concern  relating 
to  the  basin  boundary? 

Pages  5-6.   Purpose  number  three  is  "to  prevent  degradation 
of  the  water  quality."   How  can  this  purpose  be  accomplished  if 
tributaries  to  the  wild  river  segments  are  left  unprotected 
and  open  to  the  Mining  Law  of  1872? 

Page  25.   "These  (mining)  regulations  will  provide  safeguards 
against  pollution  and  unnecessary  impairment  of  the  scenery  and 
may  require  that  notice  be  filed  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment of  mining  claim  location  and  assessment  work."  V/hy  would 
not  the  regulations  absolutely  require  notice? 

Page  27.   Is  harvest  of  timber  permitted  within  wild  river 
corridors? 

Page  29.   "Such  actions  would  consider  restriction  of  human 
encroachment  during  critical  periods  in  the  nesting  cycle."   (This 
sentence  is  almost  incoherent.)   Why  would  not  restrictions  be 
mandatory?   Nov;  would  they  differ  in  each  of  the  three  river 
classifications  ? 

Page  37.   "It  is  conceivable,  however,  that  the  'wild' 
i.gnaticn  may  be  changed  to  'scenic'  at  some  future  time." 
By  which  authority?  BLM?   Congress?  V/hy  arc  "carefully  routed 
and  designed  h.i ,  ;hways"  allowed  to  cross  wild  river  segments? 
What  'is  the  worth  of  the  wild  river  designation  if  it  can 


273 


be  do  readily  altered  to  accommodate  incompatible  developments?  |  7 

Pages  63,  152.   What  enforcement  of  state  water  quality      _ 
standards  has  taken  place? 

Page  79.   "Gold  mining  in  the  Fortymile  River  has  sub- 
stantially altered  the  environment,  yet  when  viewed  from  the 
river  the  area  is  pleasing  to  the  eye."   Is  it  the  contention 
of  the  BOR  that  the  plentiful  evidence  of  damage  to  the  land 
is  "pleasing  to  the  eye"? 

Page  157.   Exceptionally  superficial  is  the  discussion 
of  impacts  associated  with  the  alternative  of  designating  all 
of  the  d-2  lands  initially  withdrawn  for  inclusion  in  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.   One  obvious  impact  is  greater 
protection  for  the  downstream  segments  of  the  proposal;  another 
relates  to  watershed  protection. 

Pages  159*  163.   Another  superficial  impact  section.   Doyon, 
Inc.  would  probably  select  extensive  river  corridor  acreage  for 
mining  purposes,  in  which  case  the  impacts  are  obvious,  and  are 
similar  to  those  described  in  the  no-action  alternative. 


10 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
SIERRA  CLUB 


1-11.  See  the  responses  to  Alaska  Center  on  the  Environment  comnents 
1-9  and  11  and  12. 
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Socitia  of  flURra  Foresters 


Alaska  Section 
333  Madison 
Ketchikan,   Alaska     99901 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

The  Alaska  Section  of  the  Society  of  American  Foresters,  representing 
more  than  150  forestry  professionals  throughout  the  State  of  Alaska, 
is  keenly  aware  of  the  many  important  contributions  that  forest  resources 
can  make  to  the  material,  social,  and  spiritual  well-being  of  the  nation 
and  the  State  of  Alaska.   These  contributions  are  determined  in  large 
measure  by  the  objectives,  policies,  and  means  of  the  forest  landowners, 
whether  the  landowner  is  the  public,  shareholders  of  a  corporation,  or 
individuals.   The  Alaska  Section  of  the  Society  is  especially  interested 
in  the  Draft  Environmental  Statements  on  the  Secretary's  Proposals  for 
land  withdrawals  under  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971, 
since  basic  objectives  and  policies  for  much  forest  land  owned  by  the 
public  is  proposed.   These  objectives  and  policies  will  have  substantial 
effect  on  the  quality,  quantity,  and  variety  of  outputs  provided  by 
forest  land  managed  under  the  proposed  withdrawals  and  will  play  a 
key  role  in  guiding  prescriptions  by  forestry  professionals  of  practices 
necessary  to  achieve  such  goals  and  objectives. 

Forest  lands  normally  provide  the  largest  net  sum  benefits  to  society 
when  managed  for  multiple  use.   Multiple  use  is  a  strategy  of  deliberate 
land  management  for  two  or  more  purposes  which  utilizes,  without  impairment, 
the  capabilities  of  the  land  to  meet  different  demands  simultaneously. 
Uses  of  forest  lands  should  be  skillfully  coordinated  unless  there  is 
demonstrable  need  for  exclusive  use.   Establishing  priorities  of  land 
use  is  valuable  procedure  in  the  multiple-use  management  of  forest  lands, 
especially  where  land-use  conflicts  may  occur.   Land  use  priorities 
should  be  based  on  the  objectives  and  needs  of  the  landowner,  reviewed 
periodically  and,  where  necessary,  changed  to  reflect  changing  conditions 
of  resources  and  changing  needs  of  people. 

The  Section  finds  that  many  of  the  proposals  for  these  land  withdrawals 
eliminate  large  areas  of  forest  lands  from  multiple  use  management  by 
inclusion  in  proposed  parks,  monuments,  and  refuges,  unnecessarily 
eliminate  mining,  one  of  the  traditional  multiple  uses  where  adequate 
safeguards  could  be  included  in  legislation,  and  preclude  access  to 
and  through  withdrawals  which  would  deny  the  most  productive  use  of 
adjacent  State,  Federal,  Native,  and  private  lands. 
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With  the  above  thoughts  in  mind,  the  Alaska  Section  of  the  Society  of 
American  Foresters  requests  that  this  general  statement  be  included  as 
part  of  the  comments  on  each  proposal. 

I  have  enclosed  specific  comments  which  should  become  a  part  of  the 
review  of  individual  proposals. 

Sincerely, 


//%*-!,«,•  /£~£%:L&/ 


MAGNUS  E.  CHELSTAD 
Chairman 

Enclosure 
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Specific  Comments: 


1.  There  is  little  attention  paid  in  any  of  the  Statements  to  Alaska's 
contribution  to  National  or  world-wide  supply  of  natural  resources.   What  will 
be  the  division  of  resources  between  Federal,  State,  and  Private  if  all  of  these 
proposals  are  implemented?  This  impact  on  the  social  and  economic  environment 
has  not  been  adequately  considered. 

2.  Except  in  rare  or  unique  situations,  management  for  less  than  all  of  the 
values  of  forest  and  related  environments  is  not  wise  use  and  is  contrary  to 
good  conservation  practice.   We  fully  recognize  the  opportunities  for  out- 
standing National  Parks  and  Refuges  in  many  places  in  Alaska.   At  the  same 
time,  creation  of  units  in  the  National  Park  System  and  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  Systems  in  lands  best  suited  management  for  a  combination  of  uses  is  a 
questionable  pursuit.   Pheraps  one  of  the  reasons  multiple  use  management  is 
not  considered  in  a  better  light  is  because  of  the  inadequate  and  often  totally 
erroneous  descriptions  given  in  some  of  the  alternative  sections.  Multiple 
use,  practiced  by  professionals  of  various  disciplines,  does  not  result  in 
serious  environmental  degradation.   Better  representation  of  multiple  use  and 
its  impacts  should  be  given,  particularly  in  the  Aniakchak  Caldera,  Mt.  McKinley, 
Katmai,  Kobuk,  Gates  of  the  Arctic,  Chukchi- Imuruk,  Yukon  Delta,  Alaska  Coastal, 
Togiak,  and  Iliamna  proposals. 

3.  The  Yukon-Charley  National  Riverway  proposal  does  not  recognize  nor  give 
proper  weight  to  the  variety  of  resources  available.   At  the  same  time,  the 
historic  and  cultural  values,  while  important,  seem  to  be  exaggerated.   Timber 
and  agriculture  resources  are  not  accurately  portrayed.   Timber  volumes, 
according  to  U.  S.  Forest  Service,  is  near  one  billion  bd.  feet.   The  Soil 
Conservation  Service  reports  areas  of  real  crop  land  and  grazing  potential. 

The  development  of  hydropower  is  not  properly  discussed.   The  effect  of  the 
proposal  on  mineral  extraction  does  not  indicate  the  full  extent  of  restriction 
and  probable  result  under  National  Park  administration.   The  opportunity  to 
develop  wildlife  habitat  might  be  restricted  and  this  lost  opportunity  is  not 
discussed. 

A.   The  Lake  Clark  proposal  does  not  adequately  portray  the  diversity  of 
resources  of  this  area.   Only  the  scenic  values  are  adequately  described.   Sport 
hunting  and  other  wildlife  values,  mineral  potential  and  timber  potential  are 
underplayed.   Current  timber  surveys  by  USFS  and  BLM  indicate  74  million  cubic 
feet  of  forest  resources  in  the  area.   The  emphasis  on  the  importance  of  the 
proposal  in  protection  of  water  quality  by  preventing  mining  and  road  building 
does  not  square  with  Federal  and  State  water  quality  control  laws  applicable 
to  all  jurisdictions,  and  fails  to  relate  the  already  high  turbidity  and 
sedimentation  of  the  glacier-fed  rivers  and  streams. 
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5.   The  volume  of  timber  in  the  Koyukuk  proposal  is  not  known  precisely. 
Consideration  of  this  resource  should  be  related  to  the  entire  region  rather 
than  to  the  proposal  area.   Sustained  yield  of  timber  resources  relies  on 
policies  which  maintain  the  largest  inventory  to  permit  rotations  throughout  a 
broad  region.   Withdrawal  of  availability  puts  additional  pressures  on  other 
areas  and  could  well  mean  the  difference  between  an  economic  and  environmentally 
sound  program  in  the  total  region.   This  area  should  be  managed  under  authorities 
to  manage  and  utilize  the  renewable  resources  with  proper  safeguards  for  wildlife 
values. 


6.  The  Yukon  Flats  region  contains  one  of  the  most  significant  stands  of 
interior  forest.   It  is  a  major  habitat  for  nesting  waterfowl.   It  is  a  known 
oil  and  gas  province  of  promise.   As  discussed  in  the  Koyukuk  proposal,  the 
long-term  effects  on  the  total  Alaskan  environment  can  be  affected  by  the  amount 
of  resources  available  for  utilization.   In  the  Yukon  Flats  proposal,  waterfowl 
protection  and  utilization  of  wood  products  need  not  be  mutually  exclusive. 
Authorities  should  be  included  and  considered  which  will  foster  the  conservation 
of  wood  fiber  resource  in  concert  with  all  other  sources  of  wood  in  the  upper 
Yukon  Valley  in  all  ownerships.  Although  the  harvesting  of  timber  is  permissable 
on  refuges,  it  is  not  an  active  program.   Good  land  management  should  provide  for 
wide  use  of  all  resources  compatible  with  the  area's  primary  values. 

7.  The  proposal  to  place  the  extensive  Fortymile  River  system  into  a  Federal 
reserve  system  without  also  including  its  total  watershed  in  a  reserve  system 
does  not  seem  logical.   The  Wild  and  Scenic  proposal  should  provide  for  pro- 
tection and  management  of  all  of  the  watershed  under  authorities  as  permanent 
as  the  River  itself. 


8.  The  Porcupine  National  Forest  proposal  states  as  major  management  emphasis 
"development  of  .  .  .  measures  which  will  lead  to  sustained  yield  forest 
management  on  this  unit  and  adjacent  ownerships".   This  is  an  admirable  goal, 
but  no  details  are  given  on  how  this  may  be  achieved.   In  fact,  in  view  of 
statements  made  in  the  Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge  proposal,  it  seems 
unlikely  this  goal  can  be  achieved. 

9.  The  Yukon  Kuskokwim  National  Forest  proposal  brings  a  long-range  conserva- 
tion philosophy  to  a  region  which  might  not  otherwise  enjoy  an  overriding 
objective  of  environmental  quality.   Although  seen  as  decades  away,  integrated 
management  of  this  area  for  its  various  resources  should  serve  as  a  stabilizing 
influence  for  regional  development.   We  are  pleased  the  Secretary  has  recognized 
that  large  areas  of  lands  with  combinations  of  resources  are  of  national 
interest  as  well  as  areas  with  dominant  scenic  or  wildlife  features. 
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10.   Major  management  emphasis  for  the  Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest 
proposal  omits  any  mention  of  forest  management.   Protection  and  maintenance 
of  scenic  forests  through  advanced  forestry  measures  may  be  one  of  the  more 
important  actions  to  augment  the  recreation  resources  of  the  area.   Also,  the 
contributions  of  timber  from  the  Upper  Tanana  Valley  within  the  proposal  will 
help  alleviate  pressures  to  overcut  timber  on  State  and  Private  lands  elsewhere, 
We  should  hope  that  the  practice  of  forestry  will  continue  on  this  National 
Forest  proposal. 
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1.  In  addition  to  the  provisions  of  ANCSA,  the  river  was  studied 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  which 
provides  for  the  protection  of  rivers  and/or  segments  thereof 
and  their  immediate  environments  as  elements  of  the  national 
system. 
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Mr.   Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C. 


May  28,  1974 


Subj:  Env.  Impact  St. 

Secretarial  Proposals 
for  Land  Withdrawals 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Members  of  the  Juneau  Chapter  of  the  Society  of  American  Foresters,  being 
knowledgeable  in  the  field  of  land  management  and  Alaska  in  general,  have 
reviewed  the  subject  proposal.  Following  thorough  discussion,  the  Chapter  on 
April  22  resolved  as  follows: 

WHEREAS  many  of  the  environmental  statements  for  Alaska  land  withdrawals: 
(1)  eliminate  large  areas  of  forest  lands  from  multiple  use  management  by 
inclusion  in  proposed  parks,  monuments  and  refuges,  (2)  unnecessarily  eliminate 
mining,  one  of  the  traditional  multiple  uses  where  adequate  safeguards  could  be 
included  in  legislation,  (3)  disregard  results  of  hearings  held  by  the  Joint 
Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  which  preceded  release  of  the 
Department  of  Interior's  proposals  for  parks,  monuments  and  refuges,  thus 
denying  this  Society  from  public  input,  (4)  preclude  access  to  and  through 
withdrawals  and  thus  deny  the  best  use  of  adjacent  State,  Federal,  Native  and 
private  lands  for  their  most  productive  use. 

NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Juneau  Chapter  of  the  Society  of  American 
Foresters  urges  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Interior  to  reassess  and 
amend  the  proposals  and  the  environmental  statements  to  provide  for  the  above 
mentioned  deficiencies. 

We  request  that  the  above  statement  be  added  to  all  proposals. 

Adopted  May  22,  1974. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Chapter 
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1.  In  making  d-2  land  withdrawals  and  the  recommendations  to  the 
Congress  for  management  of  these  lands,  a  basic  dilemma  was 
faced  which  is  implicit  in  a  decision  involving  mineralogically 
unexplored  lands  such  as  those  in  Alaska.  This  dilemma  was  the 
choice  between  possible  values  of  developable,  nonrenewable 
resources  such  as  minerals,  and  the  resource  values  inherent 
in  natural  and  ecological  systems. 

In  developing  the  final  recommendations  to  Congress,  the  need 
to  leave  mineral  resources  available  for  development  was  given 
careful  consideration.  First,  some  of  the  systems  herein 
advanced  by  the  proposals  contain  the  authority  for  and  the 
objective  of  mineral  development.  It  also  should  be  noted  that 
the  selections  made  by  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  priorities 
provided  the  Native  claims  under  ANCSA  have  already  excluded 
vast  areas  of  mineral  potential  from  "Four  System"  consideration. 
In  many  cases,  boundaries  of  proposals  were  redrawn  to  place 
mineral  belts  of  prime  potential  outside  proposals  with 
restrictive  management  categories.  In  other  cases,  management 
options  were  left  open  to  mining  where  identified  mineral 
potential  was  sufficient  to  warrant  such  action,  and  where 
mineral  extraction  would  not  prove  overly  damaging  to  the 
environment.  However,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  intent  of 
section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  act  and  in  order  to  afford  adequate 
protection  of  these  outstanding  areas,  some  areas  which  do  have 
possible  mineral  potential  were  recommended  for  protective 
management  that  would  exclude  mining  and  mineral  entry.  These 
proposals  reflect  a  need,  set  forth  in  ANCSA  as  a  congressional 
mandate,  to  preserve  certain  outstanding  natural  and  ecological 
areas  of  national  interest  apart  from  mineral  development. 

2.  See  the  response  to  State  of  Alaska  comment  number  3  for  a 
discussion  of  the  degree  to  which  public  participation  was 
sought  during  the  studies. 

3.  Our  proposal  recognizes  in  Section  III,  Impact  on  Mining,  that 
the  proposal  might  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  economics 
of  mining  by  requiring  indirect  access.  The  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  (Section  13 (g) )  provides  that  the  Secretary  may 
grant  easements  or  rights-of-way  across  components  of  the 
system  provided  that  any  conditions  precedent  shall  be  consistent 
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with  the  policies  and  purposes  of  the  act.  Section  I, 
Interrelationships  with  Other  Projects  and  Jurisdictions,  has 
been  revised  to  recognize  that  the  August  2,  1973,  report  of 
the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Coitmission  made  no 
recommendations  concerning  the  Fortymile  River  proposal. 
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Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Members  of  the  Sitka  Chapter  of  the  Society  of  American  Foresters 

would  like  to  add  their  support  to  the  resolution  you  recently        I  1  *3 

received  from  the  Juneau  Chapter  of  the  Society  of  American  Foresters, 

We  urge  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Interior  to  reassess  and 
amend  the  proposals  and  the  environmental  statements  to  provide  for 
the  deficiencies  mentioned  in  their  resolution. 

A  copy  of  their  resolution  is  attached  for  your  information. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Alan  J.  Aitken 
Chairman,  Sitka  Chapter 
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1  &  2.  See  responses  numbers  2  and  3  to  State  of  Alaska's  comments, 
respectively . 
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THE  CONSERVATION  FOUNDATION 

1717  Massachusetts  Avenue  NW  Washington  DC  20036  •  (202)  265-8882  Cable:  conservit 

January  22 ,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 

Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  interior 

V7ashington,    D,    C,    20240 

Dear  Mr.    Swem: 

I  wish  to  acknowledge  your  letter  of  December  28,  1973, 
and  its  transmittal  of  draft  environmental  impact  statements 
on  28  Department  of  the  interior  proposals  under  Section  17(d) (2) 
of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.   The  Conservation 
Foundation  has  a  long  background  of  interest  in,  and  studies 
concerning,  Alaska  and  we  are  following  closely  the  tremendously 
significant  proposals  for  the  creation  of  new  National  Park, 
Wildlife  Refuge,  National  Forest  and  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
areas  there.   We  appreciate  your  forwarding  the  impact  state- 
ment to  us  o 

As  Mr.  Atkeson  has  explained  to  you,  we  ourselves  expect 
to  undertake  a  one-year  study  of  the  management  issues  involved 
in  Congress1  final  designation  of  the  D-2  areas.   Rather  than 
make  isolated  comments  on  the  impact  statements  on  the  basis 
of  the  information  available  to  us  now,  we  propose  to  prepare 
a  systematic  report  on  these  management  issues  that  will  take 
account  not  only  of  the  impact  statements  but  also  the  forth- 
coming recommendations  of  the  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  and  our  own  field  survey  of  selected  D-2  areas  in 
Alaska.   We  will  keep  you  advised  of  the  progress  of  our  study 
and  hope  to  work  in  close  cooperation  with  both  the  Department 
and  the  Land  Use  Planning  Commission. 

I  would  like  at  this  time,  however,  to  compliment  your 
Alaska  Planning  Group  on  the  excellent  work  in  the  impact 
statements o   Our  preliminary  review  indicates  that  they  are 
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both  thorough  and  usefuL   In  particular  we  wish  to  compliment 
the  exposition  of  alternatives  on  the  various  areas  and  the  very 
clear  identification  of  "areas  of  ecological  concern"  extending 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  particular  D-2  area  proposals 0   These 
aspects  assure  that  the  public  and  the  Congress  will  have  available 
to  them  the  type  of  impact  and  policy  analysis  intended  by  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Acto 

One  observer  has  already  identified  the  Alaskan  D-2  area 
designations  as  having  as  great  long  term  significance  for  the 
Nation  as  the  original  adoption  of  the  National  Park  concept  at 
Yellowstone  100  years  ago.   We  concur  in  this  view  of  the  importance 
of  your  work  and  will  hope  to  play  a  helpful  role  on  our  part 
in  clarifying  the  issues  involved  in  the  ultimate  decisions  to 
be  made  by  the  Congress 0 

sincere ly< 


William  K„  Reilly 
President 


cc:   The  Honorable  Rogers  Co  B.  Morton 
The  Honorable  John  Co  Whitaker 
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ature  Conserva 


1800  North  Kent  Street,  Arlington,  Virginia  22209 
(703)  524-3151 


nc 


March  18,    1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   202^0 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Please  expand  the  NEPA  process  to  preserve  Alaskan  Lands  to 
include  the  preservation  of  biological  diversity. 

I  am  enclosing  an  excellent  statement  of  this  vital  concept 
written  by  Professor  E.  0.  Wilson  for  lay  readers  of  the  Harvard 
Magazine. 

It  is  imperative  that  we  have  the  humility  to  preserve  natural 
areas  for  their  own  sake  and  not  necessarily  for  our  use,  convenience 
and  profit. 

Alaska  is  our  last  chance  to  demonstrate  that  we  have  learned 
from  the  environmental  disaster  perpetrated  in  the  name  of  growth, 
progress,  boundless  frontiers,  infinite  energy,  etc. 

Please  let's  develop  a  true  stewardship  ethic  on  behalf  of  our 
last  remaining  wilderness  natural  area.  Let's  value  it  for  what  it 
is  and  not  what  some  think  it  should  be  made  to  be. 


Lncerely , 


Jrville  M.    Tice         ' 
Director  of  Development 


OMT/lt 
Enc 
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TI1K  FUTURE  OF  THE  GLOBE:  WILDLIFE 


The  conservation  of  life 


We  are  a  long  way  from  understanding  all  the  economic, 
health ,  and  aesthetic  advantages  of  species  diversity.. 
Like  latter-day  Noahs,  we  had  belter  work  to  insure 
the  variety  of  earth's  creatures. 


by  Edward  O.  Wilson 

In  a  world  of  shrinking  faith  and  uncertain  trumpets, 
very  few  moral  precepts  are  any  longer  accepted  as  abso- 
lute. V/e  can  nevertheless  hope  that  one  of  them  will  be 
the  ethic  of  organic  diversity,  which  goes  like  this:  Man 
must  conduct  himself  in  such  a  way  that  he  adds  as  little 
as  possible  to  the  extinction  rate  c\~  species  on  earth. 
Wherever  he  can,  without  seriously  threatening  his  own 
welfare,  he  should  actively  reduce  the  extinction  rate, 
theieby  increasing  the  number  of  species  that  can  survive 
in  equilibrium  on  the  globe. 

Of  course  there  have  to  be  exceptions  to  this  dictum.  If 
the  genus  Plasmodium  disappeared  from  the  face  of  the 
earth,  and  took  with  it  all  of  the  agony  it  causes  human 
beings  and  wildlife  species,  few  people  would  mourn.  The 
genus  includes  the  parasites  that  cause  malaria,  and  we 
arc  not  likely  to  delay  its  extinction.  In  general,  however, 
we  will  do  well  to  recognize  that  man  is  the  steward  of  the 
world's  natural  resources,  the  self-appointed  but  still 
profoundly  ignorant  steward;  that  the  living  part  of  the 
environment  is  still  mostly  unknown  to  him;  and  that  he 
has  therefore  scarcely  begun  to  conceive  of  the  possible 
benefits  that  the  world's  organisms  will  ultimately  bring 
in  economic  welfare,  health,  and  aesthetic  pleasure. 

To  sense  the  depth  of  man's  ignorance  in  these  mat- 
ters, consider  that  biologists  do  not  even  know  to  the 
nearest  order  of  magnitude  how  many  species  exist.  Ten 
years  ago  the  popularly  accepted  figure  for  animals  was 
the  British  ecologist  C.  13.  Williams's  estimate  of  three 
million,  based  on  extrapolations  of  species-abundance 
curves.  Now  some  authors  use  the  figure  ten  million,  an 
ordcr-of-magniludc  conjecture  advanced  in  ike  manner 
of  physics.  The  reason  lor  ihc  upward  revision  is  twofold, 
first,  habitats  previously  thought  to  be  barren  or  sparse- 
ly populated,  such  as  the  deep  sea  floor,  have  been  found 
to  contain  a  rich  variety  of  organisms.  Whole  faunas, 
such  as  the  marine  rumelids.  abyssyal  benthos,  and  many 
insect  taxa,  arc  still  in  the  earliest  stages  of  Linnaean 
c  ;-!:'i  .  i.  Second,  we  h.ivc  discovered  thai  a  .1,1.  a 
many  species  exist  that  are  very  hard  to  distinguish,  thai 
large  complexes  of  pooilv  defined  si'din;1  species  are 
us  iiion  even  in  the  better  known  animal  and  plant 
i'l  1 1  in  .. 

All  tin-,  lack  of  i'lfor.'n.uioii  must  be  balanced  by  an 


equal  amount  of  caution.  Our  best  strategy  is  a  holding 
operation,  by  which  diversity  is  preserved  through  any 
reasonable  means  until  systematica,  ecology,  and  evolu- 
tionary theory  work  their  way  up  from  the  Stone  Age 
toward  some  degree  of  mastery  of  the  essential  subject 
matter. 

As  an  example  of  the  worst  thing  that  biologists  might 
let  slip  by  them,  consider  the  possibility  that  the  animal 
and  plant  life  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  could  be  min- 
gled by  migration  through  a  new'  Panamanian  sea-level 
canal  proposed  for  construction  in  the  1%0's.  The  pres- 
ent Panama  Canal  is  based  on  a  seiics  of  fresh-water 
locks,  which,  by  lucky  circumstance,  have  prevented  the 
free  migration  of  organisms  from  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Pacific. 

Three  to  five  million  years  ago  the  emergence  of  the 
Panama  Isthmus  cut  the  straits  that  connected  the  Pacif- 
ic Ocean  and  Caribbean  Sea,  isolating  the  marine  popu- 
lations on  cither  side.  The  existing  ecological  differences 
between  the  inshore  habitats  are  substantial.  The  Atlan- 
tic coast  has  moderate  titles,  sandy  beaches,  mangrove 
swamps,  and  rich  coral  reefs.  The  Pacific  side  is  charac- 
terized by  stro: 


ies.  mi  re  silly 


,-\r.,> 


odtc  up- 


wcllings  of  cold  nutrient-rich  water,  rocky  shores  created 
by  extensive  lava  flows,  and  limited,  depauperate  coral 
reefs.  Accelerated  no  doubt  in  such  differences  in  the 
physical  environment,  evolution  has  proceed,  d  mostly  to 
the  species  level  and  beyond.  Of  the  roughly  20,000  spe- 
cies of  marine  animals  and  plants  that  occur  on  both 
sides  of  the  Panama  Isthmus,  perhaps  no  more  than  10 
percent  are  held  in  common.  In  the  extreme  ease  of  the 


Edward  O.  Wilson  (opposite)  is  professor  of  zoology  end 
curator  in  entomology  at  th?  Museum  of  Comparative 
Zoology'at  Harvard.  His  >  idef  interests  are  bio^eo^rap'ty 
and  species  diversity,  and  the  social  behavior  of  in  ects. 
ptniietilarly    ants.     He    is     :'  '    tutlior.     with     /'<'.     //. 
MacArtlmr.    of  The    Theory    of   Island    Bio;;eography 
{!'!>'/).  lite  original  w.ui.  0:1  the.!  Siibj-xi.   mid  <>)    , 
Ins.  el  Sn-.-i     i  ••,  I 1971).  An  enlist    .  .....   .\  .. 
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The  present  Panama  C(iin;l  consists  of  a  serin  of  locks,  which  isolate  the  marine  popih 
Unions  i  I  the  Put  ijh  Occam  n  I  the  Caribbean  Sea.  A  new  Panamanian  sea- level  canal, 
pro)  tmstruction  in  the  I'JSO  .   by  allowing  the  migration  of  animals  and 

between  the  two  oceans,  in  e  widespread  species  extinction.  The  new 

■     tie.  recommended  '  ,  tlie  Atlanth  Pacific  Intcn  ecu  lie  Canal  Study  Ct  ;tf 
mission  in  it    spc<  ial  report  to  the  President,  is  shown  here  us  the  heavy  black  line  run- 
nin  •  I  Hi  the        I  of  the  i  xisli.tg  canal. 


fishes  and  mollusks,  fewer  (hail  1  percent 
are  held  in  common.  What  would  hap- 
pen if  free  exchange  of  these  faunas  were 
permit  led  through  a  sea-level  canal?  On 
this  point  biologists  have  fallen  into  total 
disagreement.  The  following  diverse 
opinions  have  been  expressed  in  various 
articles,  seminars,  and  government  hear- 
ings during  the  past  eight  years: 

1.  There  would  be  only  a  limited  ex- 
change of  species,  mostly  from  the  Pacif- 
ic to  the  Atlantic.  Life  in  the  two  oceans, 
would  not  be  seriously  disturbed. 

2.  The  Atlantic  marine  biota — the 
ecological  entity  made  up  of  all  the  re- 
gion's animal  and  plant  life — is  richer  in 
species  and  hence  possesses  superior 
competitive  ability.  If  allowed  to  invade 
through  a  sen-level  canal,  it  would  cause 
widespread  extinction  in  the  Pacific 
biota.  The  combined  extinction  rates  of 
the  Pacific  and  Atlantic  elements  might 
reach  5,000  species. 

3.  The  argument  in  2  is  based  on  the 
postulate  that  the  greater  the  number  of 
species,  the  greater  their  individual  com- 
petitive ability.  An  alternate  hypothesis, 
which  cannot  be  excluded  on  the  basis  of 
existing  knowledge,  is  that  the  greater 
fluctuation  of  the  Pacific  inshore  en- 
vironment induces  the  evolution  of  a 
higher  proportion  of  opportunistic  spe- 
cies,'capable  of  wedging  their  way  into 
existing  biotas,  especially  within  areas 
disturbed  to  some  extent  by  man's  activi- 
ties. If  this  model  is  correct,  and  the 
conjecture  in  2  is  wrong,  the  flow  of 
organisms  would  be  predominantly  from 
the  Pacific  to  the  Atlantic.  In  either  case, 
the  total  impact  on  the  two  oceans  can- 
not be  predicted. 

A.  An  exchange  of  biotas  would  be 
generally  unpredictable  and  dangerous. 
Species  could  extinguish  esch  other  by 
excessive  amounts  of  competition  oi  loss 
of  fitness  through  uncontrolled  hybridi- 
zation. 

In  fact,  biogcographers — scientists  en- 
gagud  in  the  biological  study  of  the  geo- 
graphical distribution  of  plants  and 
animals — have  neither  the  theory  nor  the 
previous  experience  to  predict  lite  out- 
come o\  an  unimpeded  exchange  of 
faunas  across  a  sea-level  Panamanian 
canal.  This  incapacity  has  become  in- 
i  i  .  .,.;.!'.  cli  .ii  to  concern  d  s\ ■■  i.ii>:s 
who  have  hi  I  to  evaluate  the  n idencc 
dispassionately.  Nevertheless,  a  strongly 
cautious  approach  seems  mandatory.  Ii 
is  i"'   i  ■  •!<•!.    I    ii  |..i   l«y   ;1  I 

possibility  ul  widespread  species  extinc- 
tion.  II     i  lion  i  !  o 
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/■. •  'antic  Ocean,  could  inflict  t- 1 ; < ■  ■  i  •  * i 
economic  or  ecological  d;iin;:i',u  to  justify 
(lie  attempt  to  prevent  any  migration  at 
all. 

Previous  experience  with  the  careless 
mixing  of  aquatic  biotas,  for  example  in 
the  Great  Lakes  via  the  llrie  and  Wcl- 
lancl  Canals,  indicates  that  to  permit  the 
mixing  of  the  rieli  tropical  Pacific  and 
Atlantic  biotas  would  be  playing  ecologi- 
cal roulctlc  with  all  cylinders  loaded. 
Moreover,  a  unique  biogeographic  exper- 
iment of  global  proportions  would  there- 
by have  been  performed,  without  ade- 
quate preparation.  The  natural  setting 
for  the  experiment  took  millions  of  years 
to  develop  and  cannot  be  repeated.  Biol- 
ogy should  be  fully  prepared  before 
allowing  it  to  proceed  even  piecemeal. 
For  these  reasons  two  groups  of  biolo- 
gists— a  University  of  Miami  team  sup- 
ported by  the  Battcllc  Memorial  Insti- 
tute, and  the  Committee  of  Ecological 
Research  for  the  Intcroccanic  Canal 
(CERJC)  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences — have  independently  recom- 
mended that  some  kind  of  biological 
barrier  be  constructed  across  the  canal 
before  it  is  opened.  The  barrier  can  take 
any  one  or  a  combination  of  several 
forms:  bubble  curtains,  ultrasonic 
screens,  intrusions  of  heated  or  fresh 
water,  and  others.  The  details  will  be  a 
straightforward  exercise  in  engineering, 
infinitely  simpler  than  the  one  biologists 
and  the  rest  of  humanity  would  face  if 
the  mixing  is  allowed  to  proceed. 


"V  Y)  iogcographcrs  cannot  predict  the 
j-~y\  outcome  of  mixing  the  Pacific  and 
M—J1  Atlantic  biotas,  except  to  say  that 
it  would  be  dangerous,  because  such  a 
prediction  requires  a  solution  to  one  of 
the  most  complex  problems  they  can  ever 
conceivably  face.  Similarly,  molecular 
biologists  cannot  say  how  the  tissues  of 
man  and  other  higher  organisms  devel- 
op, and  behavior.'.!  biologists  arc  unable 
to  explain  conscious  thought,  because 
these  problems  are  also  the  Mount  livcr- 
csls  of  their  respective  disciplines.  Like 
the  test  of  biology,  however,  biogcogra- 
phy  is  fat  from  helpless  v. hen  dealing 
with  smaller,  better  circumscribed  units. 
A  quantitative  theory  called  island 
biogcography  can  be  very  helpful  to  us  in 
out  el  lot  i\  to  er.ee a i  age  organic  divi  rsitv 
in  the  world.  The  most  straightforward 
aj  ;  .hi  atii'ti  ol  t.  ll  cory  i-.  in  the  ,k  sign 
of  natural  preserves.  Natural  habitats 
have  -A:-,  .w*.  beea  liarmcntcd  into  island 
like  enclaves.    Wish   certain   exceptions, 

MH  I      ■     ''  !      :■■•:  ';;-.   :;;:••.  Li  .  \         ■ 

silted    this    process,    reducing    ike    frag- 


ments i:i  si/.c  and  i i ii  roa  ,ing  their  di 
of  isolation.  'J  he  number  of  species  be- 
longing io  a  single  group,  such  as  birds, 
ants,  or  flowering  plants,  that  will  exist  in 
equilibrium  on  a  given  island  is  a  func- 
tion of  the  area  and  the  degree  of  isola- 
tion of  the  island.  When  the  distance  to 
the  principal  source  area  is  held  con- 
stant, whether  that  area  is  a  continent,  a 
set  of  islands,  or  just  a  similar  habitat 
nearby,  the  number  of  species  ($)  in- 
creases approximately  as  a  simple  power 
function  of  the  area,  as  follows:  log  S  —  a 
+  zlog/1,  where  A  is  the  area  and  a  and  z 
arc  fitted  constants.  When  the  indepen- 
dent parameter  of  isolation  is  increased, 
a  rises  at  a  rate  characteristic  of  each 
taxon  and  the  part  of  the  world  in  which 
the  relation  is  observed.  In  most  cases  z 
falls  somewhere  between  0.2  and  0.4.  A 
very  rough  rule  of  thumb  is  that  a  tenfold 
increase  in  area  results  in  a  doubling  of 
the  number  of  species  at  equilibrium. 

When  a  nature  preserve  is  set  aside,  it 
is  destined  to  become  an  island  in  a  sea 
of  habitats  modified  by  man.  The  species 
number  will  shift  from  its  original  equil- 
ibrium due  to  the  area  and  distance 
effects  just  cited.  As  years  pass  the  diver- 
sity will  decline,  eventually  reaching  a 
new,  lower  steady  stale.  An  estimate  of 
the  loss  can  be  made  by  comparing  the 
reserve  with  the  area-species  curves  of 
older  systems,  providing  appropriate 
systems  exist  under  comparable  condi- 
tions of  isolation.  Jared  Diamond  of 
U.C.L.A.  has  developed  an  elegant  tech- 
nique to  estimate  the  relaxation  rate  and 
secondary  equilibrium  values  in  the  case 
of  island  birds.  He  made  use  of  land- 
bridge  islands  that  were  disconnected 
from  New  Guinea  at  known  times  in  the 
recent  geologic  past.  His  results  have 
been  confirmed  and  extended  in  parallel 
studies  in  the  West  Indies  and  Central 
America.  Researchers  have  discovered 
that  significant  drops  in  the  number  of 
species  in  newly  disconnected  islands 
take  place  over  a  period  of  decades  in  the 
smallest  islands,  which  arc  comparable 
in  area  to  small  natural  reserves  on  con- 
tinents, and  during  centuries  for  islands 
comparable  in  size  to  our  largest  national 
parks.  Marro  Colorado  Island  in  Panama 
provides  an  alarming  example  of  the 
high  potential  decrement  rale  on  small 
islands.  P.C.I,  is  actually  a  forested  hill- 
top that  wa.s  surrounded  b\  water  illty  tu 
sivlv  years  ago  when  I  tike  Gaitm  was 
lormed  in  connection  with  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Panama  Canal.  It  has  bun  a 
nature  pie'  iw  almost  -.;i  :!.■;:•  ol 
its  isolation.  Inserting  the  area  of  the 
i  ■'■■"■■■'■  (    -     >    '     '  ■  i    '   i       •-!    iv.ii  I  .::,..;  (il 
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isolation  into  tin  extinction  model  based 
on  the  West  Indian  studies.  John  Tcr- 
borgh  of  Princeton  University  estimated 
that  the  number  of  resident  bird  species 
should  have  declined  from  the  original 
205  observed  10  a  current  fauna  of  188 
species,  a  loss  of  sixteen  or  seventeen 
species.  This  is  in  close  agreement  with 
the  decline  actually  observed. 

The  new  information  from  island 
biogcography  shows  that  planners  and 
managers  of  national  parks  and  other 
natural  preserves  will  be  prudent  to  take 
the  natural  extinction  rate  into  account 
(in  addition  to  the  man-induced  extinc- 
tion rate)  and  to  choose  appropriate 
measures  to  minimize  it.  The  following 
basic  procedures  should  be  included: 

1.  Individual  preserves  must  be  made 
as  large  as  possible.  Since  the  areas  of 
prcscnes  will  always  be  fixed  by  political 
compromise,  estimates  should  be  made 
of  the  extinction  rates,  as  a  function  of 
time  and  area,  of  the  most  vulnerable 
taxa  such  as  the  birds  and  mammals. 
Then  the  minimal  areas  demanded 
should  be  the  o::cs  at  which  the  initial 
and  consequently  highest  extinction  rates 
will  be  reasonably  low.  The  projected 
rates  should  be  such  that  only  large 
increments  of  reserved  land  will  lower 
them  significantly  further.  In  other 
words,  land  acquisition  must  reach  the 
point  of  diminishing  return  with  respect 
to  the  most  extinction-prone  groups. 

2.  Unique  habitats  and  biotas  are  best 
contained  in  multiple  preserves, and 
these  isolates  should  be  located  as  closely 
together  as  possible.  The  reason  is  that 
extinction  has  a  strong  random  eompo- 
ncnt.  Species  seldom  become  extinct  in 
every  part  of  their  range  simultaneously. 
They  lend  to  persist  because  ecologically 
suitable  localities  that  lose  them  can  be 
rccolonized  from  other  localities  that  are 
still  occupied.  Reciprocal  inlercoloni/a- 
lion  of  preserves  can  proceed  indefinitely 
through  time  and.  if  aided  by  deliberate 
transplantations,  might  extend  tin-  life  of 
species  well  beyond  what  it  would  be 
unilci  ii.ilui.il  circumstances. 

3.  Ik'eatise  biogcogra  pliers  have  dis- 
cover! I  th.it  pi  .'.!■.  I  ■  i  i  spe- 
cies than  central  portions  of  continents, 
picscrvt's  ol  a  I ixc J  aiea  ilmuld  be  as 
round  in  shapr  and  com  in  h  ■>■  as  po  si 
Me  (This  pi  '  Ml  >•••!•!!  '  ! 
in  the   lif.'.   two  recommendations   arc 


o°0o 

0°o°° 
°o° 


B 


o 
o  o 


& 


O    O    O 


D 


O 

o  o 


The  geometrical  rules  of  design  of  natural  preserves,  based  on  current  biogcographi'c 
theory.  The  designs  on  the  left  result  in  each  case  in  lower  spontaneous  extinction  rates 
than  the  complementary  ones  on  the  right.  Both  the  left  and  the.  right  figures  have  the 
same  total  men  and  represent  preserves  in  a  homogeneous  environment.  A:  a  continu- 
ous preserve  is  heller  than  a  fragmented  one.  due  to  the  distance  and  area  effects.  )'y.  a 
round  cA  sign  is  !>.  ■•:.  dm  to  the  peninsula  effect.  C:  clumped  fragments  are  better  than 
those  arranged  linearly,  due  to  the  distance  effect.  D:  if  the  preserve  must  be  divided, 
exlinctii  n  will  be  lower  when  the  fragments  can  be  connected  by  corridors  of  natural 
habitat,  no  mallei  how  thin  the  ..,/.,,'•-  ,.  Another  prim  i/de,  not  incorjioratcd  in  this 
figure,  is  that  whatever  the  design  ofc  vjven  preserve,  its  extinction  rate  can  I  <  rcailv 
lowered  ij  similai  ones  are  located  nearby. 
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We  can  create  wholly  new  biological 
communities  where  little  existed  before. 
An  artificial  reel' in  California's  Santa 
Monica  Bay.  although  composed  of  the 
humblest  materials  dumped  onto  the 
muddy  bottom,  greatly  increased  the 
diversity  of  marine  life  in  the  area. 


restricted  I"  t lie  most  conspicuous  01 
vulnerable  organisms  but  should  eventu- 
ally be  developed  lor  all  laxa:  1  hose  dis- 
playing ll;e  highest  decrees  of  endemi  it\ 
and  vulnerability  (the  two  phenomena 
are  generally  correlated)  deserve  fust 
attention.  No  group,  not  even  the  hum- 
blest and  most  obscure  among  inverte- 
brates and  microorganisms,  should  be 
ignored. 


t  is  within  the  power  of  science  not 
merely  to  hold  down  the  rate  of 
JL  species  extinction  but  to  reverse  it. 
Among  the  principal  aspects  of  the 
ecology  of  communities  now  under  inten- 
sive study  is  what's  called  the  "species 
packing  problem."  In  essence,  the  prob- 
lem is  the  identification  cf  those  traits 
that  allow  certain  sets  of  species,  but  not 
others,  to  be  fitted  together  in  the  same 
ecosystem  without  markedly  increasing 
the    species    extinction    rate.    In    other 
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words,  how  tightly  can  species  be 
packed?  During  colonization  by  undis- 
turbed biotas,  congenial  sets  of  species 
are  gradually  assembled  by  chance  alone, 
raising,  the  steady-state  species  number 
to  what  has  been  called  the  assortativc 
equilibrium.  'Iheorctically,  assortativc 
equilibria  can  be  planned  that  exceed 
any  occiuring  in  nature.  Species  might 
even  h  ■  •'.  a  v.  u  fri  m  t!i!1  Ti  ;r.  pa:  !••  of  ihe 
world—  not  willy-nilly,  as  in  the  careless 
import  a  [ii  "lis  o!  I  lie  past,  but  after  care- 

thcni  .is  candidal!  s  for  insertion  '.".'<>  new 
f.aii.ai.   So;..     01   \\-,e  ii;st   and   most    \;-.\- 

I  v,  i  ■.  •  I  i  n  |     i  [  U  r  i    ':'.:'  •         !  I     M !  u "  I '      1    ' 


"orplian  species,"  those  on  I  he  brink  of 

extinction  in  their  native  range  but  capa- 
ble of  being  fitted  into  certain  alien  com- 
munities clsev. Iscrc.  I  do  not  suggest  t!i  it 
the  state  of  Ihe  art  is  advanced  enough 
for  us  to  proceed  with  planned  biotie 
mixing,  only  that  species  packing  is  one 
of  the  techniques  of  applied  hiogeogra- 
phy  that  seems  likely  to  become  practica- 
ble within  Ihe  next  several  dec. ales  on  the 
basis  of  current  and  projected  research. 

Optimism  is  further  justified  by  the 
favorable  outcome  of  a  few  biotie  mix- 
tures that  have  already  occurred  haphaz- 
ardly, indicating  a  degree  of  flexibility  on 
the  part  of  species  that  will  provide  bio- 
geographers  w  itli  some  margin  for  error. 
The  Kaingaroa  Forest  of  New  Zealand, 
for  example,  contains  250,000  acres  of 
exotic  conifers,  including  Pinus  radiata, 
P.  ponderosa,  P.  eontoria,  and  Pseudo- 
tsuga  taxifolia  from  North  America,  and 
Pinus  nigra  from  southern  Europe.  In- 
troduced native  birds  mingle  with  en- 
demic New  Zealand  species  in  this  syn- 
thetic environment.  Ecological  differen- 
tiation is  well  marked;  no  two  species 
have  the  same  feeding  habit,  and  the 
insectivorous  birds  exploit  all  of  the 
major  feeding  niches  except  that  of 
woodpeckers.  The  really  surprising  fact, 
however,  is  that  some  of  the  native  spe- 
cies are  now  as  abundant  in  the  Kaingar- 
oa -Forest  as  in  almost  any  native  forest, 
and  some  are  more  abundant  than  in 
most  of  the  remainder  of  their  range. 
Furthermore,  the  invertebrate  fauna  of 
the  forest  consists  mostly  of  native  spe- 
cies. 

Two  circumstances  arc  special  in  the 
case  of  the  birds.  First,  the  number  cf 
species  is  still  small,  largely  because  the 
New  Zealand  fauna  was  poorly  developed 
to  start  with,  and  the  mixed  community 
has  probably  not  yet  met  many  of  the 
difficulties  in  packing  that  would  be 
routine  in  large  continental  faunas.  Sec- 
ond, forest  birds  are  differentiated  to  a 
large  degree  by  foliage  height  and  profile 
rather  than  by  the  species  of  trees  in 
which  they  live.  Certain  kinds  of  insects 
that  feed  on  only  one  or  a  lew  kinds  of 
plants,  particularly  those  specializing  on 
hardwoods,  would  in  most  instances  find 
it  impossible  to  nenetratc  the  Kt.ingaroa 
conifers.  Yet  the  lesson  is  clear:  what 
works  in  part  by  accident  can  be  brought 
closer  to  perfection  through  design. 

I  Ulim.it-hj,  design  might  :.!.=  !:-.  hide 
the  artificial  selection  of  strains,  or  even 
the  creation  of  new  spec'es,  i"i  Ihe  pur- 
I  .i  i:iis  o:..:  lit.  if  i.\.->    /  ;u  .i 

exp  i  i'o  :  iir's  ;:!••  that  an  "•."  ''  ■  ! 
species  cannot  be  iitied  into  am,  ■  Isiing 
conin  i!  <:,...':     ' 
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The  following  books  and  articles 
arc  suggested  by  Edward  Wilson 
for  a  more  extended  introduction 
to  the  basic  principles  of  ecology. 
especially  those  that  relate  to  con- 
servation and  the  preservation  of 
diversity. 

Books 

lid  ward  O.  Wilson  el  ah.  Life  on 
Earth.  Sinaucr  Associates,  Slam- 
ford.  Conn.,  1973.  This  elementary 
biology  textbook  contains  most  of 
the  fundamental  ideas  of  modern 
ecology  and  biogeography  and  can 
serve  as  a  stepping  stone  to  all  but 
the  most  technical  reports  on  these 
subjects. 

Robert  H.  MacArthur,  Gcographi- 
cat  Ecology:  Patterns  in  the  Distri- 
bution   of  Species,    Harper    and 


Row,  New  York.  1972.  A  some- 
what advanced  but  definitive  text- 
book that  explains  the.  current 
st.it its  (T  the  theory  of  specie;  di- 
versity. 

David    W.    F.lirenfcld,    Biological 

Conservation,  Holt,  Rinchart,  and 
Winston,  New  York,  1970.  A  pro- 
vocative and  clearly  written  intro- 
duction to  the  practical  aspects  of 
the  subject. 

Articles 

W.  I.  Aron  and  S.  H.  Smith,  "Ship 
canals  and  aquatic  ecosystems," 
Science,  Volume  17T  pages  13-20, 
1971.  A  balanced  review  of  the 
perils  of  mixing  animals  and 
plants  from  different  oceans. 

Jarcd  M.  Diamond,  "Distribution- 
al ecology  of  New  Guinea  birds," 
Science,  Volume  179,  pages  759- 
769,  1973.  Describes  the  method 
by  which  the  natural  extinction 
rate  on  islands  and  other  isolated 
preserves  can  be  estimated. 


within  captive  populations  of  that  species 
and  eventually  inserted  into  one  or  more 
existing  communities.  1  do  not  seriously 
suggest  that  such  a  procedure  will  be 
followed  in  the  foreseeable  future  for  any 
but  a  very  few  of  the  organisms  most 
valued  by  man.  Furthermore,  the  genetic 
molding  of  communities  is  a  technology 
that  cannot  be  seriously  contemplated 
until  the  inchoate  discipline  of  popula- 
tion ecology  has  moved  closer  to  a  full 
solution  of  the  species  packing  problem. 

~\  /{"any  of  the  earth's  major  habi- 
\  /  |'  tats  are  biological  deserts:  the 
J~  v  J.»- open  sea,  the  ice  caps,  some  of 
the  iracc-clemenl  barrens,  and  the  real 
deserts,  the  extremes  of  which  arc  virtu- 
all)  lifeless.  Quite  by  coincidence,  tech- 
nology is  at  this  moment  diiving  toward 
two  inajoi  goals  dial  could  transform 
these  areas;  an  unlimited  oi  at  leas)  vast- 
l  '.ii.  i  source  oi  c  1 1  ■  -  >  v. .  .Hid.  ,i>  (>iu-  of 
the  print  ip.il  hcin  fits  ol  the  lust,  the 
■  ',.'■. 

the  .  •  hi  ■.   ini  ia  of  iIicm'  :  ii  will 

i  iiMc.isin       •   it«i  i !n  la i,  I 

■  I 
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satisfied  with  limiting  ourselves  to  a 
baggage  of  domestic  animals,  house- 
plants,  pests,  and  commensals.  It  lies 
easily  within  our  power  to  create  wholly 
new  parks  and  reserves  where  nothing 
existed  before  in  historical  times.  But 
what  will  go  into  these  de  novo  communi- 
ties? Thought  about  this  subject  sharp- 
ens one's  vision  of  the  future  of  applied 
biogeography. 

hi  fact,  the  deliberate  creation  of  new 
biological  communities  has  already 
begun.  Large  areas  of  desert-like  barrens 
in  Australia  have  been  transformed  into 
agricultural  land  by  the  simple  addition 
of  /inc.  copper,  and  molybdenum, 
"trace"  elements  required  for  life  that 
were  previously  present  in  abnormally 
low  quantities.  Marine  biologists  have 
discovered  thai  artificial  ivefs,  with  rich 
complements  of  reef  organisms,  can  be 
created  just  by  dumping  concrete  i  ubble, 
abandoned  aulomobil  ii  I  automo- 
bile inc..  and  similai  im  i;  refuse  onto 
ll ii*  in  I  oi  in  !  Ilooi  >  ofsh.il 
w.ueis.   Successful   experiments   ol    this 

ll. Mini-      I:  |  I      I'll      |  n|     'ill   l.'d       nil       the 

i,;. I 

V,  i     •    i  k  I  foil  !vr    ;.i 


effect  habitat  islands,  the  biotas  of  which 
grow  and  equilibrate  according  lo  the 
same  laws  ol  biogeography  governing 
wholly  natural  islands.  The  communities 
arc  not  likoh  to  be  as  diverse  as  ihose 
that  have  evolved  lor  millions  ol  nl-.us  in 
the  natural  islands,  yet  the  process  of 
enrichment  can  be  speeded  by  the  de- 
liberate importation  of  compatible  spe- 
cies lo  reach  new  and  higher  associative 
equilibria,  lo  create  intricate,  fascinating 
new  communities.  This  is  another  aspect 
of  biogcographic  technology  that  ongo- 
ing basic  research  might  render  practica- 
ble during  the  next  lew  decades. 

I'  W~ H  he  greatest  misfortune  that 
awaits  the  human  intellect  is  to 
be  no  longer  faced  with  some- 
thing commensurate  with  iis  capacity  for 
wonder.  Ifthc  golden  age  of  science  real- 
ly ends,  and  research  shrinks  to  a  lew- 
remote  and  arcane  frontiers  accessible 
only  lo  specialists,  the  wonder  w  ill  indeed 
be  gone.  By  that  time  even  the  prc-scien- 
titic  myths  that  sustained  our  ancestors, 
and  intrigue  us  still,  would  have  largely 
evaporated — having  been  accounted  for 
in  full,  perhaps  by  the  right  kind  of 
ncurophvs.iologic.il  analysis  o'i  the  limbic 
system  and  hypothalamus. 

But  this  exhaustion  of  the  wonderful 
will  not  occur  during  the  lifetime  of  any 
one  now  living.  The  ultimate  complexity, 
offering  an  unexplored  terrain  of  virtual- 
ly infinite  extent,  lies  in  biology.  Even 
after  the  cell  has  been  torn  down  and  pui 
together  again,  and  the  labyrinthine 
mysteries  of  tissue  development  followed 
to  their  ends,  there  lie  ahead  the  much 
more  extensive  challenges  of  ecology  and 
biogeography.  The  full  exploration  of 
organic  diversity  is  a  prospect  thai  suits 
the  bioccntric  human  brain,  especially 
those  emotive  centers  that  evolved  lo 
make  us  superior  hunters  and  agricul- 
turists. The  same  instincts  thai  motivate 
the  bird  watcher,  the  butterfly  collector, 
and  the  backyard  gardenci  can  indefin- 
itely sustain  the  scientifically  curious 
segment  of  a  more  sophisticated  human 
population  in  the  pursuits  of  ecologj  and 
biogeography. 

'I  he  most  interesting  part  of  the  uni- 
verse is  right  here.  We  have  a  hiotic  »*iaiv 
el.  and  the  chan  res  ol  finding  another 
oni  '■  itlii ii  scores  ol  light  usirs  are 
remote   indeed.    A    biotie   planet,    with 

mill  i  >ns  of  sp,  H  ,  m  ,i  an  infinite!-, 
more  interesting  puzzle  ihan  any  number 
oflilcl  i  plan  is  And  the  pos-sibilim  s  ol 
ecosystems  manipulation  conlronl  us 
wiih  mysier'n  i '  ■  onl\  :  ••  e\  T>i" 
moic  ul  stud)    and   creative  work   can 
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The  Hrildcmess  Society  ♦ —  x^^sKs^kS^^xxk^^^R^^x^x^jo^sex — * 

1901  Pennsylvania  Ave.,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.   20006 


July  19,  1974 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Wilderness  Society  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
on  the  proposed  Forty-Mile  Wild  and  Scenic  River,.  Alaska.   The 
Society,  a  .national  conservation  organization  with  100,000  mem- 
bers and  cooperators  in  all  50  states,  has  a  long  and  deep  involve- 
ment in  Alaska  public  land  matters. 

The  following  comments  are  directed  specifically  to  what  we  con- 
sider deficiencies  in  the  DEIS  and  are  intended  to  assist  you  in 
preparing  a  final  impact  statement  which  would  be  more  acceptable 
form  a  national  interest  standpoint  in  the  public  land  of  Alaska. 
The  Forty-Mile  Wild  and  Scenic  River  proposal  is  basically  a  good 
proposal,  but  alternatives  not  analyzed  in  the  DEIS  include: 

1.  Designating  more  of  the  river  system  as  wild 
and  scenic. 

2.  Considering  the  river  system  with  its  superb 
scenic  and  recreational  resources  for  addition  to 
and  management  as  part  ot  the  National  Park  System 
rather  than  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

3.  The  impacts  of  allowing  of  access  for  mining  and 
the  impacts  of  that  mining  on  the  river's  watershed 
must  be  thoroughly  discussed. 

The  most  serious  deficiency  of  the  DEIS  is  that  it  askas  the  public 
to  comment  on  a  draft  statement  on  which  a  final  decision  has  al- 
ready been  made.   While  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  DEIS  for  the  Forty-Mile  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  we  feel  that 
this  exercise  could  be  meaningless  unless  public  input  is  considered 
and  incorporated  in  the  final  impact  statement.   Final  decisions 
must  then  be  reflected  in  changes  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
proposal  presently  before  the  Congress. 

I  trust  that  these  brief  comments  will  be  helpful  in  meeting  our 
mutuall.y  important  goal  of  protecting  for  future  generations  the 
magnificence  of  the  Forty-Mile  area  of  Alaska. 

Sincerely  yours, 

y  ........        *      ,    . ■  =  A 

;  •  •■'"»  -~     f-^,    'V.,---      "w 

Harry  B.  Crandell 

Director  of  Wilderness  Reviews 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 


1-3.  See  response  to  Friends  of  the  Earth,  Arizona  Branch  1-3,  respectively. 

4.  The  Department  had  originally  intended  to  produce  final  EIS's 
with  the  legislative  proposals  even  though  the  CEQ  Guidelines 
offer  the  option  of  using  drafts  in  cases  like  this.  However, 
it  soon  became  obvious  that  we  could  not  accomplish  this  within 
the  severe  time  frame  allowed,  i.e.,  before  the  December  18,  1973, 
date  specified  by  the  act.  Nevertheless,  final  statements  will 
be  completed  and  sent  to  Congress  and  the  Native  organizations 
for  consideration  in  the  actions  which  have  yet  to  be  taken. 
Submission  of  a  draft  with  new  legislation  does  not  shut  off 
the  opportunity  for  full  public  review  and  disclosure  of  those 
review  results.  In  the  ANCSA  case,  particularly,  those  results 
will  be  before  the  Congress  in  the  Final  Environmental  Statements 
and  it  will  undoubtedly  be  some  time  before  Congress  can  act  due 
to  the  time  allowed  for  the  village  and  regional  corporation 
selections.  The  opportunity  for  input  to  the  decision  process, 
as  in  all  legislation,  remains  completely  open  to  the 
public  throughout  the  legislative  process  yet  to  come. 
Congressional  hearings  will  most  likely  be  held  and  public  comment 
sought. 
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Institute  of  abctic  biology 


University    or    Alaska 

FAIRBANKS.  ALASKA  99701 


February  15,  1974 
Mr.   Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.   Departmant  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.     20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Biologists  on  our  staff  favor  caution  in  development  of  access   to 
areas  of  Alaska  that  are  still   largely  in  their  natural   state.     We  have 
no  special   expertise  in  the  general  economical  or  social    uses  of  the 
proposed  areas  of  withdrawal.     Individuals   in  our  staff  are  aquainted 
through  biological   studies  with  the  animal   and  plant  life  and  people  of 
many  of  the  areas  proposed  for  withdrawal.     Our  future  program  will 
involve  studies  of  the  animals,  plants  and  people  of  Alaska.     In  hese 
we  will  be  joined,  as  in  the  past,  by  colleagues  of  national   and  inter- 
national  institutions   for  research  and  with  associates  in  state  and  federal 
agencies  concerned  with  management  of  natural    resources.     Through  the 
knowledge  of  its   resident  staff  the  Institute  of  Arctic  Biology  has  become 
a  center  through  which  national   and  international   scientists  carry  out 
studies  of  the  Alaskan  biological   environment. 

We  note  with  interest  a  proposal   that  facilitation  of  better  sci- 
entific information  is  regarded  of  importance  in  the  statements  on  impact 
of  the  withdrawals.     The  statements  prepared  by  Interior  outline  rather  well 
the  known  aspects  of  biological   information  in  the  several   areas  proposed 
for  withdrawal .     These  statements  also  indicate  that  information  about  the 
several   biological   environments  is  still   insufficient  for  management  and  by 
no  means  shows  the  full   value  for  public  interest  and  use  of  the  animals 
and  plants  in  the  diverse  environments.     For  Alaska  and  the  nation  it  is 
important  to  intensify  studies  of  life  in  Alaska,  which  contains  a  vast 
store  of  still   unknown  biology  applicable  to  practical   and  theoretical 
developments  as  well   as  being  of  exciting  interest  for  popular  education. 

We  presume,  although  it  is  not  expressly  stated,  that  the  ^/ery  know- 
ledgeable personnel  of  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  have  been 
consulted  with  regard  to  the  impact  statements.     It  would  be  desirable  to 
utilize  their  knowledge,  experience  and  devoted  interest  as  residents  in 
effective  manner  in  a  combination  of  federal   and  state  planning  and  manage- 
ment.    That  bureaucratic  procedures  have  made  these  combinations  difficult 
to  implement  should  be  no  obstacle  to  devising  a  reasonable  cooperation. 

In  fact,  very  vociferous  and  realistic     objections  to  large  federal 
withdrawals  in  Alaska  will   come  from  the  possibly  adverse  impact  upon 
the  state's  government  by  sequestrations   under  non-resident  management. 
Unless  concord  with  the  people  and  government  of  the  State  of  Alaska  is 
carefully  prepared,  hearings  on  the  proposed  withdrawals  are  sure  to  be 
disturbed  by  arguments  in  which  federal   bureaus,  state  government  and 
citizen  organizations  appear  as  adversaries.     They  should,  of  course,  appear 
as  collaborators  in  fact  and  principle. 


298 


The  biologists  of  this   Institute  will   carefully  observe  the  de- 
liberations on  the  impact  statements0     Individuals   among  us;who  have 
special  scientific  knowledge  of  the  life  in  an  area  proposed  for  with- 
drawal will   offer  their  opinions  as  individual   scientific  testimony  where 
appropriate.     The  Institute  of  Arctic  Biology  is  ready  to  serve  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  in  fact-finding  studies  if  such  studies  should 
be  requested  from  the  University  of  Alaska, 

Sincerely  yours , 


I 


LAURENCE   IRVING 

Advisory  Scientific  Director 

&  Professor  of  Zoophysiology 


LI:hw 
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MSTITUTE  OF  ARCTIC  BIOLOGY 


University    of    Alaska 
fairbanks.  alaska  99701 

Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem  February  21,  1974 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.     20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Comments  on  proposed  Fortymile  National  Wild  River  (73-109): 

With  regards   to  the  proposal   for  the  Fortymile  National  Wild  River, 
this  seems  to  me  to  be  the  best  way  of  protecting  this   river  area.     The 
only  alternative  worth  considering  is  the  inclusion  of  this  whole 
Fortymile  area  in  a  national    forest,  but  this  has  already  been  turned 
down  and  does  not  seem  likely. 

Doyon  Ltd.  has  requested  a  good  deal   of  this   Fortymile  area  because 
of  the  minerals  underlying  it,  and  this  could  be  the  reason  why  the 
national   forest  will   not  be  established  there  because  that  would  preclude 
Doyon  from  obtaining  some  of  the  land.     The  National  Wild  River  appears 
to  be  the  best  classification  to  protect  this  area  that  would  leave  the 
management  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resource  with  the  Alaska  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game. 

However,  I  notice  on  page  139  that  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
retains  the  authority  to  protect  the  people  who  are  using  the  area  from 
such  impingemefits  on  their  privacy  as  noise  pollution.     This  could  be 
construed  as  firearms'  noise  as  well   as  noise  from  outboard  motors, 
chain  saws  and  all-terrain  vehicles..     I  should  hope  that  hunting  is  not 
restricted  for  this  peripherally  related  reason. 

I  also  notice  on  page  140  that  special   measures  would  be  implemented 
to  reduce  the  threat  of  forest  fire.     This  presupposes  the  fact  that 
forest  fire  is  bad.     I  think  this  is  not  the  case,  and  recent  research 
has  shown  that  fire  can  be  a  tool   in  land  management.     Quite  often  basic 
productivity  can  be  improved  by  natural   or  man-made  burns.     The  probable 
effects  of  a  fire  should  be  determined  before  any  complete  fire  protection 
policy  is  blindly  adhered  to. 

I  also  notice  on  page  123  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may 
designate  zones  or  periods  when  hunting  would  not  be  permitted  because 
of  "public  safety,  administration  or  public  use  or  enjoyment".     We 
have  found  in  the  past  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  used  such 
authority  to  the  detriment  of  the  wildlife  resource  such  as  on  Nunivak 
Wildlife  Refuge.      I  would  hope   that  in  the   future  great  weight  would  be 
given  by  the  Secretary  to  the  recommendations  of  the  Alaska  Departms.it.  of 
Fish  and  Game  with  regards   to  the  fish  and  wildlife  resource  management. 

Sincerely  yours,  (1^,     A  / 

JOSEPH  A.   NAVA   /  Y 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
UNIVERSITY  OF  ALASKA 
INSTITUTE  OF  ARCTIC  BIOLOGY 


1.  We  do  not  construe  the  discharge  of  firearms  as  a  major  factor 
of  noise  pollution  and  we  see  no  reason  for  hunting  being 
limited  because  of  that  factor. 

2.  Our  concern  is  with  the  threat  of  man-caused  fires  and  the  need 
to  reduce  the  opportunity  for  such  fires.  The  decision  with 
respect  to  controlling  fires  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
management  agency. 

3.  Section  I,  Administration-Management,  states  that  we  do  not 
believe  the  Secretary  will  have  to  exercise  such  controls  in 
the  proposal,  and  that  such  action  would  be  in  consultation 
with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 
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University    of    Alaska 

FAIRBANKS.  ALASKA  9970  1 


January  11,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Thank  you  for  including  us  in  the  distribution  of  draft  environmental 
statements  under  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.   We  are  extremely 
interested  in  the  activities  of  your  group  and  the  actions  relating  to  d-2 
areas,  and  we  look  forward  to  receipt  of  further  reports  and  related  infor- 
mation. 

The  institute  cannot,  of  course,  take  a  position  as  to  whether  an 
environmental  statement  does  or  does  not  adequately  examine  the  issues. 
However,  as  individuals,  our  staff  will  certainly  provide  what  assistance  we 
can.   The  extent  to  which  this  will  be  done  depends  primarily  on  the  interests, 
knowledge,  and  time  of  individual  staff  members.  Subject  to  these  constraints, 
we  will  do  what  we  can  to  review  the  draft  statements  and  provide  technical 
comments,  primarily  in  the  area  of  socioeconomic  impacts.   It  would,  by  the 
way,  be  useful  to  know  exactly  how  deep  and  extensive  an  analysis  is  required, 
and  if  you  have  any  appropriate  guidelines,  we  would  greatly  appreciate 
receiving  them. 

I  can  give  you  two  general  comments  at  this  time,  and  these  are  strictly 
personal.   First,  the  draft  analyses  of  socioeconomic  impacts  that  I  have 
looked  at  seem  rather  vague  and  weak.   Second,  and  this  is  extremely  important, 
the  impact  statements  essentially  view  each  proposal  in  isolation  from  other 
proposals,  and  from  other  major  land  actions  in  the  region,  including  state 
and  Native  selections.   It  is  doubtful  that  a  piecemeal  approach  can  provide 
the  basis  for  evaluating  total  impacts,  either  in  terms  of  regional,  statewide, 
or  national  perspectives,   I  make  these  comments  now,  as  they  apply  to  the 
total  set  of  proposals  and  will  not  be  reflected  in  individual  statement 
reviews. 
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In  any  case,  we  will  do  what  we  can  to  provide  you  with  useful  comments. 
We  have,  of  course,  provided  much  information  and  individual  assistance  to 
agencies  working  on  the  statements.   This  we  are  continuing  to  do,  and  if  we 
can  be  of  any  service  to  your  group  beyond  the  reviews,  please  let  us  know. 


Best  wishes, 


Sincerely 


//  ' 
Victor^  Fischer,  Director 

Institute  of  Social,  Economic 

and  Government  Research 


VF:jd 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
UNIVERSITY  OF  ALASKA 


1.  The  need  to  consider  economic  benefits  and  economic  costs  is 
discussed  in  response  to  Department  of  Commerce  comment 
number  2. 

2.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  to  Forest  Service  comment  number  1. 
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Purdue    University 

DEPARTMENT   OF   AGRONOMY 

LIFE   SCIENCE    BUILDING 

WEST    LAFAYETTE,    INDIANA    47907 


February  26,  1974 


Mr.  Theodore  R,  Siven,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Siven: 

I  have  been  asked  to  contact  you  on  behalf  of  the  Institute  of  Agricultural 
Sciences,  University  of  Alaska,  Palmer,  Alaska.   First,  I  should  mention 
that  I  have  been  a  consulting  scientist  in  climatology  at  the  Palmer  Research 
Center,  but  I  do  not  have  any  other  contacts  or  interests  in  Alaska. 

In  reading  the  climate  and  soils  descriptions  in  the  proposed  D-2  withdrawals 
I  find  this  information  to  be  so  general  as  to  be  in  error,  particularly  in 
meso  and  micro  scale  —  a  necessary  scale  consideration  for  agricultural 
potential.  Most  potential  agricultural  areas  in  Alaska  require  a  favorable 
deviation  in  meso-micro  scale  in  climatic  matters,  soils,  and  topographic 
features.  The  land  description  of  the  proposed  areas  in  the  D-2  withdrawals 
by  the  Department  of  Interior  disregards  the  favorable  areas  with  agricultural 
potentials. 

Decisions  made  in  this  fashion  are  likely  to  be  very  shortsighted  because  at 
some  point  in  the  future  agricultural  development  is  very  likely  to  take 
place  without  prior  research  and  in  the  absence  of  scientifically  based  plans 
so  necessary  to   properly  guide  such  development  in  the  sub-arctic. 

My  work  in  Alaska  has  been  confined  to  climate  as  related  to  the  potential 
development  of  agriculture  in  this  sub-arctic  region.   I  have  been  concerned 
with  delineating  such  areas  in  Alaska.   I  am  attaching  a  reprint  of  two 
papers  which  represent  a  portion  of  my  work  in  Alaska.   I  can  provide  three 
technical  bulletins  published  by  the  Institute  of  Agricultural  Sciences 
dealing  with  climatic  data  in  potential  agricultural  areas.  Perhaps  these 
publications  will  interest  you  and  your  committee. 

In  my  work,  I  have  tried  to  address  myself  to  basic,  as  well  as  practical 
considerations  in  developing  a  proper  sub-arctic  agriculture  in  a  few  of  the 
most  favorable  areas  in  che  state.   Such  development  should  be  preceded  by 
several  years  of  careful  survey  and  experimentation,  in  my  view.   Such  an 
approach  would  be  very  different  that  in  the  past  where  too  often  agricul- 
tural development  has  been  attempted  by  transferring  mid-latitude  agronomic 
practices  to  a  sub-arctic  region.   And,  I  might  add,  too  often  the  same  can 
be  said  for  much  of  the  other  living  practices  among  the  wite  population  now- 
living  there.   But,  these  shortcomings  of  the  past  should  not  serve  as  a 
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model  for  all  future  attempts  to  develop  a  sustaining  sub-arctic  agricul- 
ture in  the  very  restricted  potential  areas  of  the  state. 

I  will  be  glad  to  appear  before  your  committee  for  further  questioning. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Si 

James  E-.  Newman 
Professor  of  Agronomy, 
Bioclimatology 

JEN:er 

End. 

cc:  Institute  of  Agricultural  Sciences 
University  of  Alaska 
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3515  Lai'Iay  Lane 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 
April  20,  1974 

Mr.  The odor  R.  Swem  Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group  addressing  the  Fortymile  proposal 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  has  been  reproduced. 
Washington,  O.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

The  Western  ..'ildemess  Association  in  its  general  comnents  on  the  National  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  believes*  (Gael   all  areas  in  the  83  million  acre  withdrawal  should  be 
studied  i\or  wilderness*  /  Two),  national  wildlife  refuges  and  ranges  should  not  be  open 
to  oil  development,  pipeline  construction,  prospecting,  or  miningo  Now,  an  area  by  are<i 
analysis  follows.  These  comments  are  on  the  Alaska  land  withdrawals. 

,-i¥e  support  the  addition  of  3,180,000  acres  to  ."-.cunt  Mckinley  National  Park.  This  addition 
would  protect  important  -.midlife  habitat  for  wolf,  caribou,  moose,  and  Oalls  Sheep.  This 
added  :.rea  would  also  protect  the  mountain  massif,  glacial  systems,  and. the  Cathedral  z>   iia 

The  Association  urges  the  addition  of  at  least  1,870,000  acres  to  Aatmai  National  Monument 
in  Alaska.  This  would  preserve  habitat  for  the  Alaska  Brown  Bear.  It  is  our  recommeriiati-; 
the  7,300,000  acre  Mukon-Muskokwim  National  Forest  net  be  established,  ^cditional  lands 
could  then  be  selected.  '.,e  recommend  that  the  Battle  Lake  area  and  the  Alagnak  iiiver 
area  be  added  to  the  monument.  The  national  monument  should  be  changed  into  a  national 
park  with  no  mining  allowed. 

Me  support  the  proposal  to  establish  a  440,000  acre  Aniakchak  Galdera  National  Monument. 
This  v:ould  protect  the  world's  largest  dry  volcanic  caldera  plus  lava  flow,  cinder  corner, 
a  lava  plug,  wax-n  springs,  explosions  pits,  and  a  rift.  The  Association  proposes  that 
the  unit  be  closed  to  hunting  to  protect  the  ALaska  Brown  Bear  population. 

The  Association  supports  the  establishment  of  a  Earding  Ice  Field-  Nenai  Fjords  National 
Monument  totaling  300,000  acres.  This  protect  a  700  square  mile  icecap. 

The  Association  supports  establishment  of  a  350,000  acre  Cape  Krusenstern  National  Monument 
to  protect-  intemationaly  significant  archeological  sites. 

We  support  establishment  of  a  Mobuk  Valley  National  Monument  totaling  1,850,000  acres. 
This 'would  preserve  habitat  for  caribou, moose,  wolves,  and  black  an!  griszley  bears,  The 
Kohument  would  include  oxbow  M.kes,  sand  dunes,  and  the  caiman  River. 

The  Association  proposes  establishment  of  ?x  2,610,000  acre  Lake  Clark  National  Nark. 
This  would  preserve  lakes,  glaciers,  valleys,  mountains,  volcanoes,  and  sprires.  The 
Association  opposes  hunting  in  this  unit  of  the  National  rark  System.  No  national  park 
allows  huntin  -;. 
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The  Yukon-Kuskokwin  National  Forest  should  not  be  established.  4,800, uOO  acres  of 
alternate  selections  are  mentioned  earlier  in  this  report.  We  reco.anend  that 
2, §00, GOO  acres  of  other  alternate  selections  be  selected  froai  lands  havifig  a  high 
wilderness  or  wildlife  values. 

The  Association  recommends  the  following  wild  rivers  be  established:  Beaver  Creek 
(200, COO  -jcrcs),  Birch  Creek  (200,000  acres),  Fortynile  (326,000  acres),  and  Unalakleet 
(104,o00  acres}.  Xoxxx  oineral  leasing  of  oil  development  should  be  allowed  in  these 
areas.  Hunting  should  be  allowed  in  the  wild  river  areas. 

Finally,  we  recommend  no  native  selections  be  allowed  in  83,000,000  acres  of  national 
interest  areas  including  national  parks,  National  monuments,  national  wildlife  ranges 
and  refuges,  and  wild  rivers,  At  stake  in  Alaska  are  enormous  amounts  of  scenic, 
wildlife,  and  wilderness  lands.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  the 
Association's  views. 

Sincerely, 

Heed  record,   President 
'western  V/iidemess  association 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
WESTERN  WILDERNESS  ASSOCIATION 


1.  Title  IV,  Additions  to  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
located  outside  National  Parks,  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  and 
National  Forests,  Section  402(d)  of  the  proposed  legislation 
states:  "Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  9(a)  (iii)  of 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  the  minerals  in  all  Federal  lands 
included  in  any  component  or  part  of  a  component  designated  by 
this  section  as  a  wild  river  area  are  hereby  withdrawn,  subject 
to  valid  existing  rights,  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under 
the  mining  laws  and  from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  laws 
including,  in  both  cases,  amendments  thereto."   (see  Appendix) 
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The 

JMooyyihiqtoM. 
J3ank. 


Bloominglon,   Indiana 
47401 


March  11,    1974 


Only  that  portion  of   this  letter 
addressing   the   Fortymile  proposal 
has  been  reproduced. 


Mr.    Theodor  R.    Swem 
Chairman,    Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.    Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,   D.    C.    20240 

Dear  Mr.    Swem, 

I  am  writing  at  this  time  to  oppose  the  recommendations  of 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Morton  and  proposed  legislation  regarding 
the  federally-owned  lands  of  Alaska. 

Upon  examination  there  are  many  serious  deficiencies  to  be 
found  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  accompaning 
his  proposals.     There  are  many  points  that  need  to  be  corrected 
in  the  final  environmental  impact  statements.     First  of  all  the 
areas  designated  for  "multiple  use"  should  not  stand  as  listed.     For 
instance  the  7.  3  million  acre  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest 
proposal  should  not  count  toward  the  80  million  acres  to  be  set  aside 
but  should  be  retained  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  it's 
administration.     The  Wrangell  Mountain  National  Forest  should  be 
included  in  the  Wrangell-St.    Elias  National  Park.     The  Iliamna 
National  Resource  Range  should  not  be  administered  with  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  for  multiple  use  but  should  be  a  unit  of  the 
NWRS  and  further,   the  proposed  Porcupine  River  National  Forest 
should  be  included  under  the  Yukon  Flats  unit  of  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System. 

The  alternatives  of  wilderness  designation  were  generalized  in 
most  of  the  proposals  whereas  each  statement  should  pertain  to  a 
specific  wilderness  proposal  consideration. 

The  pr    posal  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  many  instances 
would  apply  the  designation  of  national  momuments  to  some  of  the 
national  park  areas  whereas  all  such  areas  should  be  named  national 
parks. 
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The  Birch  Creek  proposal  as  well  as  Fortymile  proposal, 
while  having  good  points  to  them,    appears  to  be  inadequately 
inalyzed  and  alternatives  should  provide  for  protection  of  the 
watersheds.     The  inclusion  in  the  National  Park  System  rather 
than  under  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  with  it's  multiple  use 
type  management. 

I  could  go  on  and  on  with  the  others  in  similar  line  but  I 
would  like  to  summorize  in  saying  that  while  many  good  points  have 
been  made  in  these  proposals  they  are  totally  inadequately  prepared. 
They  do  not  provide  for  the  proper  alternates  and  they  do  not  face  the 
fact  that  this  is  a  very  fragile  environment  and  even  more  than 
lands  in  other  parts  of  the  worlds  it  is  absolutely  unsuitable  for 
dual  agency  administration  which  has  never  proven  satisfactory  nor  with 
the  Forest  Service  "multiple  use"  ideology. 

Our  Alaskian  lands  are  without  doubt  the  last  big  opportunity  to 
do  a  necessary  job  right  in  the  beginning. 

Very  truly  yours, 


BLOOMI  GTON  NATIONAL  BANK 
1 


William  R.    Adams 
President 


WRA/nf 

CC:  Senator  Birch  Bayh 

Senator  Vance  Hartke 
Congressman  William  Bray 
Congressman  David  Dennis 
Congressman  William  Hudnut 
Congressman  Earl  Landgrebe 
Congressman  Roger  Zion 
Congressman  Elwood  Hillis 
Congressman  John  Brademas 
Congressman  Lee  Hamilton 
Congressman  Ray  Madden 
Congressman  J.    Edward  Roush 
Congressman  John  Myers 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
WILLIAM  R.  ADAMS 


1.  The  concern  over  the  potential  foreclosure  of  options  for  wilderness 
designation  is  understandable,  but  the  management  objectives  for 
the  proposals  do  not  preempt  wilderness  options;  they  further  the 
intent  of  the  Wilderness  Act. 

Decisions  regarding  management  policies,  including  development  and 
public  use,  must  be  within  the  guidelines  of  the  basic  legislation 
of  the  managing  agency  and  the  authorizing  legislation  for  the 
particular  area. 

The  studies  of  the  d-2  lands  which  were  carried  out  during  the 
two-year  period  designated  by  Congress  identified  the  resources  at 
hand,  and  although  not  specifically  directed  towards  wilderness 
designation,  the  wilderness  values  of  the  area  were  given 
consideration.  These  values  were  tentatively  identified  in  the 
environmental  impact  statements. 

The  legislative  proposal  does  not  foreclose  further  wilderness 
designation  by  Congress.  Also,  any  developments  to  be  considered 
would  require  an  environmental  assessment  or  statement,  which  would 
include  a  further  look  at  the  impact  of  the  development  on 
wilderness  values. 

2.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  the  successful  administrator  of 
wild  rivers  in  other  portions  of  the  country.  Since  it  administers 
the  lands  surrounding  the  proposal,  it  is  the  logical  administering 
agency  consistent  with  policy  stated  in  the  Nationwide  Outdoor 
Recreation  Plan  that  "Unless  otherwise  designated  by  Congress — 
Federal  recreation  areas  will  be  administered  by  the  Federal  agency 
having  the  major  landholdings  within  the  boundaries  of  the  area  at 
the  time  of  the  establishment." 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  DANIEL  GREEN 


1.      Because  of  the  status  of  lands  in  question  (Regional  Deficiency) 
we  were  unable  to  consider  designation  of  these  lands  as  part  of 
the  proposal.  If  these  lands  are  not  selected  they  will  revert 
to  d-1  status  and  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.  Section  1,  Administration-Management,  provides 
that  adjacent  public  lands  be  managed  to  protect  the  value  of 
the  Fortymile  River  and  its  tributaries.  We  anticipate  that 
the  managing  agency  would  seek  cooperative  agreements  with 
the  village  and  Native  organizations  to  protect  the  river '  s 
values  on  selected  lands. 
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CLEMSON  UlSriVEI^SITY 
CLBivrsoisr,  south:  Carolina   ssesi 


COLLEGE  OF  FOREST  AND 

RECREATION   RESOURCES  »,  ~_,         t  n->  a 

May  27 ,   1974 

DEPARTMENT  OF  RECREATION 
AND  PARK  ADMINISTRATION 


1  Mr.  Theodor  R.  .SWem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
19th  and'C  Sts.,  N.  W. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  December  28,  1973, 
enclosed  are  comments  on  the  twenty-eight  draft  Environ- 
mental Statements  concerning  those  lands  involved  with 
the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act. 

These  comments  have  been  prepared  by  my  graduate 
class  in  Comprehensive  Recreation  Resource  Planning. 
They  have  been  limited  to  responses  to  the  draft  environ- 
mental statements  and  the  studies  of  alternatives.  Of 
course  they  are  also  limited  in  the  fact  that  none  of  the 
respondents  have  visited  the  areas  under  study. 

Nonetheless ,  these  remarks  are  transmitted  to  you 
in  the  hope  that  they  will  be  of  some  assistance  in  your 
final  deliberations. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  study  the  proposals. 
I  look  forward  to  receiving  any  reactions  you  may  have  to 
the  enclosed  comments. 


Sincerely  yours, 

H.  Jesse  Grove 
Associate  Professor 
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EVALUATION  OF  A  PROPOSAL  FOR  FORTTKILE  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER 

This  document  concerns  the  proposed  inclusion  of  Fortymile  River  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  and  its  management  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Kanagement.  Even  a  superficial  reading  of  this  proposal  makes  it  very  clear  that  BLM 
does  not  intend  VJild  and  Scenic  designation  to  seriously  impare  current  multiple- 
use  activity,  especially  mining,  Thisintfint,  emphasized  throughout  the  proposal, 
■will  eventually  degrade  the  river  tc  a  point  below  Wild  and  Scenic  standards© 
This.' is  likely  to  be  the  case  no  matter  what  regulations  are  placed  on  "mining 
practices.  Bin's  current  lack  of  enforcement  power  and  the  harsh  climatic 
conditions  of  this  area  are  important  factors  in  this  eventual  environmental 
degradation. 

Kost  discussion  in  this  evaluation,  will  be  directed  toward  the  implications 
of  that  part  of  the  proposal  concerning  mining, (p.  22-26)  since  BLM  has  taken 
upon  itself  the  almost  impossible  task  of  managing  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River  while 
at  the  same  time  allowing  almost  unlimited  commercial  mining  along  the  banks  of 
that  river.  This  paradox  must  be  resolved  before  other  facets  of  the  proposal 
can  be  intelligently  discussed.  Very  briefly,  the  proposal  would*withdraw  the 
Wild  River  areas  "from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws".(p,  2f>, 
paragraph  1)  Patented  claims  would  be  recognized.  However,  "Scenic  and  Recreational 
river  areas  \60jo  of  the  proposal  areaj  would  continue  to  be  open  to  location 
and  entry,  but  under  regulation" »(p.  25,  para.  1)  This  means  that  prospecting  and 
all  claims,  patented  and  otherwise,  will  be  recognized  in  these  areas.  Regulations 
would  include  restoration  of  the  environment,  advance  notice  of  intent  to  prospect 
or  mine,  and  controls  on  noise  pollution  from  machinery o 

Effects  will  be  felt  in  the  following  areas,  therefore  impacts  should  be 
modified  to  include  the  following: 

1)  Environment- 
Vegetation,  water,  .fish  and  wildlife,  in  this  particular  instance,  would  be 

much  better  off  with  as  little  disturbance  as  possible.  At  numerous  places 
throughout  the  proposal  it  is  correctly  pointed  out  that  the  removal  of  vegetation 
for  mining  purposes  will  have  adverse  effects.  Erosion  (pe  8L,,  para.  3)  and 
saltation  (p,  68,  para.  3)  will  result.  The  effect  from  this  on  fish  and 
xoldlife  habitat  will  bedebrimental.  BLM  seems  to  believe  that  their  regulations 
calling  for  the  restoration  of  topography,  retention  of  top  soil,  and  replanting 
of  new  placer  mining  areas,  will  result  in  a  situation  where  "no  long  range 
significant  unavoidable  adverse  environmental  impacts  are  known" .(p.  Ili3, 
para.  1)  Even  the  best  of  restored  mining  areas  of  West  Virginia,  where  climate 
is  more  conducive  to  reclamation,  bear  little  resemblance  to  the  natural 
conditions  present  before  mining.  But  in  this  part  of  Alaska  where  the  growing 
season  is  short(p.  h2,  para.  2),  where  soils  are  thin  and  generally  non-productive 
(p.  8h,  para.  2  and  $) ,  where  growth  rate  is  slow,  and  where  summer  floods  are 
common(p.  h3,  para.  2),  stabilization  would  be  a  much  more  realistic  goal  than 
restoration  of  environmental  conditions. 

2)  Recreation  and  Scenic  Qualities- 
Over  the  years  the  quality  of  the  recreational  experience  will  decline  along 

with  decline  of  scenic  qualities  mentioned  above. 

3)  Kining- 

The  wording  of  the  section  "impact  on  >iining"(p0  116-118)  is  very  strange. 
Repeated  phrases  like  "the  overall  impact  of  the  proposal  on  mining" (pe  118, 
para.   2)   seems  to  be  the  result  of  a  misunderstanding  of  what  an  environmental 
impact  statement  is.  "he  impact  statement  should  reveal  what  effect  mining  will 
have  on  trie  environment. 0  Mote:   This  same  sort  of  wording  is  present  in  almost  each 
section  of  the  impact  statemento 
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h)   Subsistence- 

In  order  to  protect  subsistence  hunting,  mocse  habitat  will  supposedly  be 
protected  because  of  required  restoration  of  mining  areas. (p.  12h,  para.  3) 
Moose  habitat  could  also  be  protected  if  the  areas  were  not  disturbed  in  the 
first  place. 

5)  Wilderness- 

To  the    extent  that  the  Wild  River  portion  of  the  proposal  has  wilderness 
qualities?  these  are  in  danger.  The  rather  casual  insertion  of  the  possibilit;,  of 
changing  the  Wild  status  of  that  part  of  the  river  at  some  future  date  to 
accomodate  asbestos  mining  not  even  within  the  proposed  area  demonstrates  this. 
(p-  37,  para.  2) 

The  preceding  comments  demonstrate  that  there  is  considerable  conflict 
between  mining  and  the  values  associated  with  a  Wild  and  Scenic  river.  Therefore, 
the  most  crying  need  before  deciding  the  fate  of  the  proposal  is  a  re-evaluation 
of  the  river  and  its  potential  and  value  for  Wild  and  Scenic  status  versus 
its  potential  and  value  as  a  mining  area.  After  such  an  examination,  the  two 
following  alternatives  are  suggested: 

1)  Should  Wild  and  Scenic  values  prove  dominant  only  the  mining,  under 
regulation,  of  valid  claims  within  the  entire  320,000  acre  area  would  be  allowed. 
The  area  wculd  be  closed  to  all  other  forms  of  entry.  It  would  also  be  preferable 
under  this  alternative  that  the  iJational  Park  Service  assume  responsibility  far 
the  area  should  BD-l's  organic  act  not  be  enacted.  Note:  Ihis  designation  cculd 
be  changed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  a  national  emergency.  This  takes 
into  account  the  fact  that  with  time  use-value  may  change. 

2^  Should  mining  prove  dominant , then  scenic  and  recreational  status 
should  be  abandoned  for  that  part  of  the  proposal  area  affected.  However,  those 
regulations  which  were  intended  but  insufficient:  for -restoration  of  environment 
in  minrd  areas  should  be  required  in  order  to  promote  stabilization. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  STUART  JOHNSON  (CLEMSON  UNIVERSITY) 


1.     The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  the  successful  administrator 
of  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  in  other  parts  of  the  country.  The 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  provides  the  necessary  authority 
for  this  management. 

The  EIS  is  prepared  in  accordance  with  NEPA  requirements  and 
CEQ  Guidelines  and  in  our  opinion  reflects  the  impact  of 
our  proposal  on  the  environment. 

The  degree  of  activity  provided  and  the  classification  of  the 
several  segments  of  the  river  are  in  accord  with  the  criteria 
and  policy  set  forth  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
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June  4,  19 74 

Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem. 
Choirr.inn,  Alaska  Planning  C-roun 
US  Dept.  of  Interior 
Washington,  DC   20200 

Dear  sir: 

T.  have  looked  over  the  proposal  of  Fortynile,  the  national 
vild  and  senic  river.   I  think  that  you  have  something  here. 
I  agree  with  six  oy.  the  nine  points  on  page  five.   As  for  the 
other  three,  well,  sore  careful  planning  has  to  be  done. 

No's  1,  3,  and  4  cross  each  other.   To  preserve  the  river 
and  its  immediate  environnent  in  its  exiating  primitive  setting 
which,  although  in  places  shows  substantial  evidence  of  nan's 
activity,  still  is  pleasing  to  the  eye.   This  will  not  remain  so 
if  you  "provide  high-quality  recreational  opportunities.™   Re- 
peated use  of  the  sites  will  result  in  the  distruction  of  the 
natural  beauty  of  the  riveras  you  have  mentioned.   The  miners 
cabins  and  all  the  gold  works  will  be  almost  open  season  for  all 
"goodie"  hunters,  resulting  in  loss  of  historicle  articles. 
Pathes  will  be  naturally  tronped  down  along  the  sides  of  the 
river,  and  clearings  will  be  forged  out  every  few  hsjindred  yards. 
It  is  only  natural  that  where  someone  carms  the  are<a  will  be 
sli^htlv  damaged. 
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People  will  camp  right  where  the  person  before  him  did  so  as 
not  to  have  to  clear  a  spot  of  his  own.   After  all,  why  do  r.ore 
than  you  have  to? 

Garbage  will  slowly  gather  in  thses  places  fron  constant  use. 
Also  human  waste  will  become  a  substantial  problem  with  continued 
use. 

I  think  that  I  night  have  some  cures  for  these  problems. 
If  only  a  certain  nunber  of  peonle  were  allowed  to  enter  the  area 
within  a  certain  tine  span,  anfi  thev  all  had  to  buy  passes  for 
fifty  cents  to  a  dollar.   This  whould  help  pay  tward  cleaning  up 
the  area.   Also,  do  not  allow  anv  notorized  vehicles  of  any  kind 
on  the  land.   And  a  small  force  of  woodsmen  (deputy  sheriff  rangers) 
The  range  could  be  run  almost  like  Germany  and  Russia  run  their 
forests.   Give  the  foresters  the  right  to  arrest  any  one  who  is 
hunting  illeagly  or  some  such. 

I  hope  you  will  consider  ny  thoughts  on  this  subject. 
I  also  thank  you  for  your  preparing  this  impact  statement  on 
the  area  for  the  public.   And  for  not  just  jumping  in  with  both 
feet  without  looking  first. 


Yours  truely,         / 


Bill  Reinholz,  Ecologv  student. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  BILL  REINHOLZ 


1.  Use  of  a  component  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
must  be  compatible  with  the  preservation  of  the  values  for  which 
the  river  is  preserved.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  Section  I, 
Administration  -  Management,  recognizes  that  there  is  a  definite 
carrying  capacity  of  the  resources  of  the  river  area  and  its 
immediate  environment  to  accommodate  public  use  without  impairment. 
This  capacity  must  be  established  and  use  distributed  to  maintain 
existing  values. 
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17262  Breda  Lane 

Huntington  Beach,  California  92649 

May  15,  1974 


Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

A  friend  of  mine  showed  me  the  February  1974  Wilderness  Report 
and  the  report  sent  out  by  the  Wilderness  Society  to  people 
writing  for  "Alaska  Alternatives".   I  am  enclosing  these  two 
brochures  and  request: 

(1)  That  they  be  included  with  my  letter  as  a  comment 
on  each  of  the  28  environmental  statements. 

(2)  That  you  include  my  concern  that  this  highly- 
financed,  highly-organized,  special  interest  campaign  be 
recognized  for  what  it  is. 

(3)  That  unoriginal  characters  with  no  special  knowledge 
of  Alaska  being  led  by  the  nose  through  some  letter-writing 
campaign  be  given  the  inattention  they  deserve. 

On  the  basis  of  my  last  request,  I  offer  no  "Alaska  Alternatives", 
I  suspect  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  knows  a  lot  more  about 
the  situation  than  I  do. 

Sincerely y  yours , 


aincerexy j yours , 

H.  H.  Soderbere      / 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  W.  E.  SUMMERS 


1.  In  addition  to  ANCSA,  rivers  were  classified  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  Those  segments  of  the  river 
meeting  the  criteria  in  the  Act  and  in  the  "Guidelines  for 
Evaluating  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  Areas  Proposed 
for  Inclusion  in  The  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
under  Section  2,  Public  Law  90-542"  have  been  proposed  for 
inclusion  in  the  national  system. 

2.  No  portions  of  the  Fortymile  basin  were  identified  as  potential 
national  parks  or  wildlife  refuges  in  the  consideration  of  the 
resource  values  of  Alaska  under  ANCSA. 

3.  We  believe  this  impact  assessed  as  adequately  as  possible 
with  presently  available  information  on  rrLning  claims. 
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JOHN  R.  SWANSOM 

P.  O.  Box  92  2 

Berkeley.  Caluormj  ?470l 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  JOHN  SWANSON 


As  indicated  in  Section  VIII,  "Alternatives  to  the  Proposed 
Action- Inclusion  in  other  National  Conservation  Systems/' 
neither  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  nor  the  National  Park 
Service  identified  the  Fortymile  basin  or  portions  thereof  as 
potential  park  or  refuge  areas.  Accordingly  such  designation 
did  not  appear  to  be  a  viable  solution.  In  addition  a  large 
portion  of  the  area  is  classified  as  Native  Regional  Deficiency 
Selection  lands  and  is  not  presently  available  for  designation 
in  one  of  the  four  systems. 
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July  lUt    197^ 

#1 
Mr,  Theodor  R.  55w«m 
Chairman,  Alos'ka  Planning  Group 

U.S. Department  of  the  Interior         0nly  that  Portion  of  this  letter 
WashWton.  D.C.  202 W)  addressing  the  Fortymile  proposal 

has  been  reproduced. 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Here  are  the  rest  of  our  comments  on  the  wilderness  proposals  for  Alaska. 

Mount  McKinley  National  Park  Additions 
This  is  one  of  the  better  proposals  to  protect  this  beautiful  nark  with 
its  threshold  lands.  The  idea  of  a  report  in  throe  years  stating  what  has 
or  has  not  been  done  is  also  pood — we  hooe  it  will  be  fully  implemented 
by  that  tine.   BUT  CHELATNA  LAKE  WAS  OMITTED  AND  WE  FEEL  THIS  SHOULD  BE 
INCLUDED  ih  WILDERNESS.   IT  DOES  NOT  INCLUDE  THE  GIVEAWAY  C?   CRITICAL  LANDS 
TO  THE  SOUTH  TO  THE  STATE  OF  AIASKA  AND  THESE  LANDS  SHOULD  dK  RESTORED  TO 
THE  PARK. 

KATMAI  NATIONAL  PARK 
This  ey>ain;-ion  of  Katmai  would  help  the  endangered  Katmai  brown  near  but  is 
insufficient  rnd  it  would  not  help  the  entire  boor  popnlption,   Battle 
lake  ar.d  A1.~gn.ak  River  watersheds  aro   critical  and _  /hould  h»  ^Hd^d  to  the 
expansion.   The  ^rooks  Camp  alroadv  suffers  from  human-beat  conflicts  and  so 
it  is  c   mistake  to  expand  it.  Restoring  tnis  camp  to  the  original  size, 
making  garbage  rnd  food  unavailable  to  bears  AND  RESTORING  Battle  Lake  and 
lie  Alagn?k  River  "atershods  to  the  park  will  help  the  situation. 

HaPDING  ICE  FIEID-KENAI  FOORDS  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 
This  proposal  is  a^ain  sound  basically  but  incomplete,  ¥e  n^^d  to  have 
fair  and  easily  understood  agreements  with  the  natives  about  wilderness 
areas  er«*   native  lands.   It  would  seem  that  the  land  between  the  three  units 
should  K<>  joined  with  them  to  make  a  continuous  unit  and  ■'■hat  a  national  park 
includi^T  national  forest  lands  east  of  Seward  to  Prince  Willicm  Sound  should 
be  establi.~h<-d.   The  alternative  of  eliminating  conflict  with  natives  by 
identif'T.ncr  d of ici  sney  withdrawals  outside  their  corporate  boundaries  should 
be  studied,   Th~>ro  should  be  no  "dual  (two  agency)  administration"  anywhere  in 
Alaska  as  this  has  always  been  a  source  of  friction  and  misunderstandings  and 
is  never  satisfactory  to  anyone, 

CAPE  KRASENSTERN  NATIONAL  MONUMENT. 

This  good  proposal  would  protect  international  siopiificant  archeological 
sites  vhlch  would  also  protect  native  treasxrres  ard  beliefs.  Ht  would  also 
protect  a  showcase  for  every  known  cultural  period  here,   It  should  discuss 
the  addition  of  lands  to  the  east  and  north  if  natives  do  not  choose  them. 

TOGIAK  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

This  area  is  a  crossroads  and  so  is  one  of  the  roost  important  refuges  for 

migrating  birds  .   it  is  also  a  breeding  ground  and  has  one  of  the  most  diverse 

bird  enH  animal  population  of  any  area  in  the  state.   The  impact  of  leaving 

the  area  oppp  to  minin-*.   ith  the  known  history  of  mining  in  other  sections 

it  would  he  devastating  both  to  the  land  and  to  the  wildlife  t^ero  ?nd  we 
cannot  afford  such  ootentiaL  destruction,   Tt  does  not  discuss  the  impact  of 
adding  la^ds  to  the' north  and  east  although  this  sounds  like  a  good  idea. 

In  short  the  official  statement  should  be  more  self-explanatory  as   such 
statements  are  supposed  to  clarify — not  confuse. 
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Noatak  National  Arctic  Range 
This  program  is  also  a  pivoaway  to  the  3TM  and  the  ex^loi+r-rs.  This  is  not  well 
explained (naturally ) ,  /i  The  Arctic  caribou's  calving  r^na  needs  r>er*]?.nent  protection 
unless  we  wish  to  destroy  th^m-and  they  are  a  great  natural  reso\""ee.   The  area  should 
bo  eithor  a  national  park  or  a  national  refuge-- it  is  ideal  for  these  nurnoscs-but  thes<= 
alternatives  are  not  discussed.   The  long-term  results  of  not  recommending  p  ermanent 
protection  which  is  needed  for  the  area  are  neglected, 

Yukon-Charley  National  Rivers 
For  the  most  part  this  is  a  fine  proposal  but  ifl  is  the  only  national  park  where  it 
is  proposed  to  pllow  mining  within  its  borders  despite  the  known  damage  which  such   ^s 
activities  cause  to  n?»rk  values.   Resides  this-minir.g  values  are  finite  and  see-*,  used 
up  while  park  values  are  permanent,   By  not  mining  now  the  ores  etc. -if  they  exist- 
would  be  available  in  the  future  if  we  were  desperate  enough  to  nine  them.  We  need 
to  protect  the  endangered  wildlife  here  such  as  the  peregrine  falcon, 

Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Pefuge 
No  other  area  of  similar  size  is  known  to  be  so  critical  to  so  many  bird  species.  The 
statement  does  not  discuss  the  relationship  between  this  proposal  and  the  natives  nor  the 
impactsd  on  the  natives  and  vice  versa.   It  docs  not  discuss  the  critical  impacts  of  oil 
or  mineral  development  within  the  region— -to  date  these  impacts  have  been  destructive, 

Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge — Porcupine  National  Forest 
Here  is  the  greatest  density  oi'  nesting  ducks  of  any  larfee  Alaskan  -area  and  seven  eco- 
systems.  THE  POOR  QUALITY  OF  THIS  DECISION  IS  SECOND  ONLY  TO  THE  WRflNGELL  PROPOSAL. 
The  true  impact  of  the  proposals  is  hidden  by  dividing  it  into  two  parts.   The  Forest 
service  encourg  ges  resource  exploitation  of  mining,  logging,  etc.  without  discussing  the 
impacts  of  them— and  most  ol  1l»  products  would  help  foreign  lards-not  the  U.S.  or 
Alaska,  The  whole  Yukon  Flats  area  should  be  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  unit, 

Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest 
Only  V\%  of  the  pronosed  forests  are  commercial  forest  lands.  It  contains  the  Kbwitra. 
Scenic  River  watershed.  Much  wildlile  moves  between  these  bogs  and  marshes  and  Mount 
MeKInley.  What  would  be  the  impact  of  resource  extraction  and  is  it  worth  it? 

Fortymile  i 

The  proposal  is  basically  good  but  incomplete.  More  of  the  river  system  should  be  desigj  ' 
nated  as  wild  and  scenic  and  because  of  its  scenic  and  recreational  resources  should  be  J  ^ 
part  of  the  National  Park  system.  The  impacts  of  possible  mining  should  be  THOROUGHLY  I  ~ 
discussed,  " 

Unalakleet 
The  entire  river  should  be  included  if  not  claimed  by  the  natives  and  the  entire  watershed 
shoild  be  protected, 

GLACIER  BAY 

Why  was  not  Glacier  Bay  included??  It  has  been  discussed  since  1971.   This  unique 

and  valuable  region  needs  protection  as  much  as  the  other  regions — is  equally  vulnerable 

to  damage  by  exploiters. 

PLcASa  REMEMBER  THE  DAMAGE  DONE  BY  EXPLOITERS  TO  THIS  REGION  WILL  BE  EXTENSIVE,  SOMETIMES 
IRREVERSIBLE.  The  resources  which  are  not  used  now  will  be  like  money  in  the  bank -they 
will  stay  riHit  there  ^aitin^  and  with  our  improving  technologies  may  never  be  needed 
but  wilderness  values-if  not "destroyed -are  forever.   The  resources  sought  by  the 
exploiters  are  used  ud  in  a  few  vears — and  then  thev  den?rt  leaving  their  destruction 
behind  for  others  to  reclaim  as  best  they  can  and  at  the  expense  of  others  not  of  those 
who  made  a  auic.k  nrofit  from  it,  .>/.->/  //  / 

Yours  truly,  <'*'/«''-  "  ***'  "'  '  -A  </  T   _., 

Mr.  A  Mrs.  R.  Poland,  Mr.  &   Mrs.  R,  Angst,  Mr.  &   Mrs.  J.  Rakovan,  Mr.  &  Mrs.  L.  Shirk, 
Mr.  &  Mrs,  A.  Morency,  Mr.  ■"<  Mrs,  C.  Butcher,  Mr,  &  Mrs.  C.  Wilkins,  Mr,  &  Mrs.  A.  Lombard. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MS.  ETHEL  THORNILEY,  ET.  AL. 


1,  2,  3.    See  responses  to  questions  1,  2,  and  3,  respectively, 
from  Mr.  W.  E.  Sunraers. 
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'vv  r  »-r.  !  "or ton j 


I    hep';    :.-..•    r  •  -Vrt?     ;,r"    .-•"''     i :.    vyir,     it:    I?. a?     this    3.  fit  tor    is    :r.m 
wit"    equal    c.iri!: i  derat  ior.   a;     '.    r.avc   pui    into    it. 

l'he    s-:v.:ect    i.;    the    proposed    i'ir-h,    Yukon,    Charlie    and    l-'ortiy 
rile   ?:ild    rjvr   ^rcni    Ln   Alaska. 

I    thin*    .--o.r.e    very    deep    thought    should    be    ..iver.    to    ar.y    ar.d    all 
lar.3    sana;;:::e:. '.    proposals,    we i„- hi  rig   all    sides   very    carefjllv.    Jnsteni 
of  opposing   sides    fighting    it    cut    let:;    take    a   look    al    the    good    point. 
in   octh   ar.d    try    to   work   out    sorr.e   rr.ore    rea!>p:.ai'ic    solutions.    I    reaJ  !  zr 
tr.at    many    people    in    the    loweer    state.s    and    elsewhere    wouL-i    li.-:c    tc    :  ■■•- 
Alaska   lecorr.e    a   bit*   recreate  or.a]    par.-.,    this    is    undersrandabie, 
?he  .    would    like    to    know    thorn    is    a   place    Left    i :":    A:.u;'!ca    that    the; 
can   hope    of   one    day    roir.r;,    livi".-    for   a    few   ?:eo':s    of    th^rc    11  re    the    waj 
T.hey    al'.vay  n    dreamed    they    wouZ.d    '.ike. 

liovever  this  is  coins;  quite  unfair  to  the  Alaskans  who  livet-.  :  .?:•• 
a-.d  must  .r.ake  a  living  for  thereof*  I  fs  a::':  "ar.il^.  ■■re.iliy.e  that  many  p  -•  ; 
rely  on  these  areas  for  there  Livelihood  '  re:t  r.irnr..:,  guiding,  t  rapr-i ": 
and    related    occupation. 

The   proposals   ir.    thesis*!  fs   are    not    all    Lac   however    it    is    fa*- 
to    early    to    :-e    beneficial    to    Alaska.    The.?e    proposed    areas    are    ve.rj 
wild,    they    did    not    car.^c    with    the    heavy    rii:.ir.t*,    hunting    cct.    of    the 
Thirties    nor    will    they    for    an    X    nursler   of   years    to    co.re. 

Wait    on    these    proposals    not    until     its    too    late,     just    until 
time   warrents    such    a   move.    I    at    sure    in    tir-.n    when    heaver    oorulataio-..: 
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exist  and  use  becoaos  considerably  heavier,  there  will  be  a  need  for 
ouch  proposals.  At  the  present  time  thore'is  rot  a  need  and  we  cannot 
afford  to  stop  the  growth  potential  and  properity  of  these  areas, 

Let  us  first  grow  in  u  normal  and  hesithy  way. 

.  like  very 

I  live  at  102  mile  Steele  highway,  It  is  an  area  I 

much  and  would  like  to  be  able  to  call  it  hone,  but  I  can  not,  for     ^. 

there  is  no  way  I  can  obtain  even  an  acre  of  land, to  build  a  home. 

plant  a  garden  or  just  call  mine.  This  is  true  with  most  of  Alaska. 

Lets  get  badk  homesites,  homesteads,  or  even  sell  the  land  at  reasonable 

prices.  Let  the  peaple  of  Alas*ka  have  so.meland,  we  need  it  for  our 

homes,  business  and  livlihood. 

What  I  ask  is  Really  not  so  much,  Hold  off  on  these  proposals 
and  let  the  people  of  Alaska  grow  and  Become  the  place  they  want  it 
to  be.  Is  this  not  our  right  rather  than  a  privelage?  These  proposals  wi 
taking  that  very  right  from  U6. 

I  would  also  hope  to  see  public  hearings  in  these  areas  so  the 
people  here  can  get  there  word  to  were  it  counts. 

I  am  23  years  old,  so  I  am  very  conserved  about  the  future,  of 
the  place  I  expect  to  live  the  rest  of  my  life.  Please  In  an  attempt  to 
preserve  the  great  state  of  Alaska  lots  not  take  the  very  life  out  of 
it,  for  then  we  shall  destroy  the  very  thing  we  all  hope  and  pray  for, 
a  free  and  beautiful  land. 


1  be 


Sincerely  Yours, 


.  //?. 


Ken  Vorisek 

Contra!  Alaska,  99730 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  KEN  VORISEK 


1.  These  proposals  as  well  as  a  number  of  other  actions  are  in 
iinplenientation  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act. 
One  of  the  purposes  of  the  Act  is  to  decide  on  the  ownership 
of  the  lands  and  identify  those  which  will  remain  public 
lands. 

2.  Please  see  our  response  to  the  Wilderness  Society's  comment 
no.  4.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  Congress  will  hold  hearings 
on  all  of  the  proposals  both  in  Washington  and  Alaska  before 
taking  final  action  on  the  proposals. 
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P.O.  Box  80989 
College,  Alaska  99701 

July  24,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.    20240 


Only  that  portion  of  this   letter 
addressing  the  Fortymile  proposal 
has  been  reproduced. 


Dear  Mr.   Swem: 

It  appears  now  that  all  of  the  D-2  withdrawals  have  had  an  "impact  statement"  written  about 
them,  and  according  to  a  short  introduction  in  each  one,  comments  are  invited.    Most  of 
my  comments  are  general  and  could  apply  to  all  of  them. 

(1)  Alaska  needs  to  develop  the  few  industrial  uses  of  its  land  that  are  possible.    This  minimal 
development  will  in  no  way  interfere  with  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  land  for  recreational 
purposes,  whether  they  be  hunting,  camping,  mountain  climbing  or  just  touring.    All  of  the 
impact  statements  deny  this  simple  fact  and  aim  toward  one  principle  use:    recreation. 

(2)  Proposals  to  set  aside  rivers  deny  the  fact  that  the  State  controls  its  waters  and  may  I  1 
dispose  of  them  as  it  sees  fit.                                                                                                                                 • 

(3)  The  Yukon  has  been  and  again  will  be  a  major  transportation  artery  for  Alaska.    Anything 
that  would  limit  its  usefulness  is  to  be  discouraged. 

(4)  It  is  not  true  that  scattered  centers  of  mining  are  going  to  interfere  with  recreational  us<  s 
of  the  area  nor  destroy  natural  beauty.    The  number  of  people  that  the  area  can  support  is  still 
very  small.    The  United  States  still  has  multiple  use  as  its  avowed  policy,  and  the  people  of 
Alaska  resent  the  drive  by  the  administrative  branches  of  government  to  lock  up  Alaska  for  a 
single  "use",  which  is  really  non-use.    A  look  at  the  large  hydro-electric  installations  in  the 
States  will  show  that  once  built  they  have  little  affect  on  the  immediate  surroundings,  since  th 
product,  either  electrical  power  or  water,  is  used  elsewhere.     Mining,  trapping  and  recreatio 
uses  are  perfectly  compatible,  and  should  all  be  encouraged. 


f 


The  roads  of  the  Interior  have  not  become  "strip  developments".     From  Mile  45  to  Central  there 
are  only  two  roadhouses  on  the  Steese  Highway  (much  appreciated).    There  is  only  one  home 
between  the  Alaska  Highway  and  Chicken  on  the  Taylor  highway,  and  the  Cafe  on  the  South 
Fork  of  the  Fortymile  has  been  sold  to  the  Highway  Department.     From  there  to  Eagle  there  is 
only  one  stop. 

(5)  In  several  of  the  statements  the  observation  is  made  that  in  case  of  "national  need" 
mining  would  be  allowed.     This  shows  a  lack  of  understanding  of  the  way  in  which  mineral 
deposits  are  found  and  developed.    The  only  way  in  which  to  have  minerals  in  a  national 
need,  is  to  mining  them  when  the  need  arises. 
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is  that  gold  mining  has  been  in  a  severe  depression  for  twenty-five  years.     If  this  had  not 
been  so,  the  distribution  of  population  and  mining  activities  would  be  far  different  than  as 
described  in  this  publication.     However,  gold  mining  is  emerging  from  this  depression,  the 
price  has  quadrupled  and  I  see  no  evidence  that  the  authors  even  know  of  this  situation,  or 
that  they  have  tried  to  gauge  the  effects  or  "impact"  of  these  new  developments. 

Page  124  -  Under  "Economic  Activities  and  Resource  Uses"    mining  is  not  even  mentioned. 

Page  145  -  Hun  Navigation  Company  of  Ft.  Yukon  has  barge  service  on  this  stretch  of 
the  Yukon. 

Page  167  -  As  a  student  of  the  past  50  years'  history  I  do  not  believe  that  the  prophecy 
of  intensive  industrialization  is  fustified. 

I  consider  that  the  impact  statements  is  an  attempt  to  justify  taking  land  away  from  the  people. 
I  have  not  seen  any  of  the  past  results  that  are  stated  in  the  report,  and  disagree  with  the 
projections  for  the  future.     Neither  I,  nor  anyone  who  uses  the  area  that  I  have  talked  to,  wants 
any  of  these  proposals  to  be  carried  out,  and  I  urge  you  to  take  action  to  keep  them  from  being 
so  carried  out. 

Sincerely, 
Ernest  N.  Wolff 


Copies  sent  to: 

Mr.  Curtis  J.  Berklund,   Dir.,  B.L.M. 

Honorable  Ted  Stevens,   Senator  from  Alaska 

Honorable  Mike  Gravel,   Senator  from  Alaska 

Honorable  Don  Young,  Congressman 

Honorable  William  A.  Egan,   Governor  of  Alaska 

Honorable  Rogers  C.  B.  Morton,   Secretary  of  the  Interior 

Mr.  Charles  F.   Herbert,  Commissioner  of  Natural  Resources 

Mr.  Richard  H.  LeDosquet,  District  Mgr.  of  B.L.M. 

Mr.  Curtis  McVee,  B.L.M. 

Mr.  Robert  J.  McGrane,  Pres.  of  Alaska  Miners  Ass'n. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  ERNEST  N.  WOLFF 


1.  All  of  the  river  reports  recognize  that  the  beds  of  the 
rivers  are  included  within  the  proposals.  If  determined 
to  be  "navigable"  under  the  provisions  of  the  Alaska 
Statehood  Act,  the  riverbed  would  be  in  State  ownership. 

2.  The  statement  that  mining,  trapping,  and  recreational  uses 
are  compatible  may  be  generally  true.  However,  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (P.L.  90-542)  which  established  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  withdraws,  subject 
to  valid  existing  rights,  the  minerals  in  Federal  lands 
adjacent  to  rivers  classified  as  wild  in  the  system. 
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308^  6th  Street 
Boulder,  CO  80302 
3  July  197** 


Theodor  R.  Siren 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 

Room  13^5 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  DC  20240 

Dear  Kr.  Sweat 

Thsi  Is  a  comment  on  DES  73-109  Proposed i  Inclusion  of  the 
Fortysile  River  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

Hie  impacts  of  allowing  mining  and  access  for  mining  in  the 
basin  should  be  more  completely  discussed. 

Possibilities  should  be  explored  for  co-operative  management 
of  the  entire  basin  to  insure  against  degradation  of  wild  and 
scenic  river  qualities. 

Specific  alternatives  for  addition  of  lands  to  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  should  be  considered.  For 
instance,  in  the  Mosquito  Fork  area  over  100,000  acres  of 
d-1  lands  might  be  suitable  for  a  Wilderness  Area.  A  separate 
or  connecting  area,  also  entirely  composed  of  d-1  lands  could 
be  established  in  the  area  of  the  North  Fork.  Neither  of 
these  proposals  would  affsct  the  right  of  Natives  to  select 
lands,  and,  if  boundaries  are  drawn  correctly,  only  a  few 
mining  claims  need  be  directly  affected. 

After  native  selection,  federal  lands  in  the  Upper  North 
Fork  drainages  (including  the  basins  of  Joseph  Cree  - 
Kiddle  Fork,  Chanpion  Creek  and  Site  Creek)  should  be 
considered  for  Wilderness  preservation. 

The  alternative  of  classifying  all  d-1  and  d-2  lands  which 
sight  be  suitable  for  wilderness  designation  as  new  study 
areas  should  be  considered  (and  later  adding  new  study  areas 
composed  of  suitable  lands  not  selected  by  natives). 


[enlZafren  / 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  KEN  ZAFREN 


1.  Based  on  present  data  and  knowledge  of  the  area  we  believe  that 
the  impacts  are  adequately  evaluated. 

2.  The  EIS  (Section  I,  Administration  -  Management)  provides  that 
adjacent  Federal  lands  shall  be  managed  to  protect  the  values 
of  the  river.  It  further  provides  for  the  development  within 
one  year  of  a  master  plan  for  the  area.  We  anticipate  that  the 
cooperation  of  the  State  and  private  landowners  will  be  sought 
in  preserving  the  river's  values. 
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915  Will  Rogers  Drive 
Stillwater,  Oklahoma   74074 
April  12,  1974 

Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Fortymile  proposal 
has  been  reproduced. 

Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Morton's  rec- 
ommendations and  proposed   legislation   to  establish  limits  of  the  National 
Park,  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  and  National  Forest 
Systems  on  the  Federally-owned  lands  of  Alaska.   The  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  which  were  submitted  by  the  Secretary  have  many  deficiencies 
which  should  be  corrected  before  the  final  impact  statements  are  submitted. 

The  impact  statements  seem  to  have  the  following  general  shortcomings 
which  I  recommend  be  reconsidered  and  corrected  as  appropriate. 

Discussion  of  the  alternative  of  a  wilderness  designation 
in  most  proposals  is  generalized.   Each  statement  should 
discuss  and  consider  a  specific  wilderness  proposal. 

The  alternative  of  not  permitting  mining  or  oil  and  gas 
leasing  in  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  areas  was  not 
discussed. 

Interior  proposes  to  name  some  National  Park  System  areas 
national  monuments,   because  of  their  high  scenic  beauty 
and  great  natural  values,  all  such  areas  should  be  named 
national  parks. 

Interior  proposes  to  name  all  wildlife  system  areas  as 
"National  Wildlife  Refuges."  Since  their  wilderness  con- 
dition is  necessary  to  wildlife,  however,  they  should  be 
designated  "wildlands"  or  "wildlife  ranges."   They  are  not 
merely  sanctuaries,  but  have  other  values  as  well. 

No  areas  proposed  for  "multiple  use"  should  be  permitted 
to  stand  as  the  Secretary  has  submitted  them. 


340 


22.  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest. 

I  he  statement  does  not  discuss  or  consider:  I. 
The  impacts  on  wildlife,  especially  those  popula- 
tions that  mo»e  between  the  proposed  forest  and 
Mount  McKinley  National  Park.  2.  The  alterna- 
tes of  proposing  strong  wildlife  protection  provi- 
sions. 3.  I  he  overall  and  lone  range  impacts  of  the 
forest  on  Mckinley  Park.  4.  I  he  impacts  of  re- 
source extraction  within  the  Nowilna  Scenic  River 
watershed.  Since  only  14  percent  of  the  proposed 
forest  contains  potential  commercial  forest  lands, 
the  Forest  Service  has  not  adequately  demonstrated 
any  real  need  to  establish  a  national  forest  here. 


23.   Beaver  Creek  and  Birch  Creek. 

Serious  alternatives  to  both  proposals — not  con- 
sidered— should  be  thoroughly  analyzed,  alterna- 
tives that  would  protect  the  rivers'  entire  water- 
sheds. For  example,  since  they  flow  into  the  Yukon 
Hats  area,  adding  them  to  the  Yukon  Flats  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  should  be  considered.  The 
impacts  of  HIM  multiple  use  management — 
including  mining — within  the  watersheds  of  both 
proposals  are  not  adequately  discussed. 


24.      Fortymile. 


This  is  basically  a  good  proposal,  but  alterna- 
tives not  analyzed  include:  I.  Designating  mure  of 
the  river  system  as  wild  and  scenic.  2.  (  onsidcring 
the  river  system — with  its  superb  scenic  and  recre- 
ational resources— for  addition  to  and  management 
as  part  of  the  National  Park  System,  rather  than 
within  the  HI  M.  In  addition,  the  impacts  nl  allow- 
ing access  fur  mining  and  the  impacts  nf  that 
mining  within  the  river's  watershed  should  he 
llim oiighly  discussed. 


2 
3 

4 


25.   Unalakleet, 


Alternatives  should  be  considered  that  would:  I. 
Protect  the  entire  river  through  cooperative  agree- 
ment with  ilie  natives,  who  mav  gain  ownership  of 
the  headwaters.  2.  Automatical!)  include  I  In  entire 
river  in  the  system,  if  it  is  not  selected  bv  the 
natives.  J.  Protect  the  entire  Unalakleet  watershed. 


Sincerely  yours, 
Billy  C  ^Wallace,  PF, 


341 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  BILLY  C.  VILLAGE 


1.  The  concern  over  the  potential  foreclosure  of  options  for 
wilderness  designation  is  understandable,  but  the  management 
objectives  for  the  proposals  do  not  preempt  wilderness  options; 
they  further  the  intent  of  the  Wilderness  Act. 

Decisions  regarding  management  policies,  including  development 
and  public  use,  must  be  within  the  guidelines  of  the  basic 
legislation  of  the  managing  agency  and  the  authorizing  legisla- 
tion for  the  particular  area. 

The  studies  of  the  d-2  lands,  which  were  carried  out  during 
the  two-year  period  designated  by  Congress,  identified  the 
resources  at  hand,  and  although  not  specifically  directed  towards 
wilderness  designation,  the  wilderness  values  of  the  area  were 
given  consideration.  These  values  were  tentatively  identified 
in  the  environmental  impact  statements. 

The  legislative  proposal  does  not  foreclose  further  wilderness 
designation  by  Congress.  Also,  any  developments  to  be  considered 
would  require  an  environmental  assessment  or  statement,  which 
would  include  a  further  look  at  the  impact  of  the  development 
on  wilderness  values. 

2.  Section  VIII,  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action,  discusses 

an  alternative  of  withdrawing  all  lands  in  the  basin  classified 
d-2.  This  would  involve  825  river  miles  and  750,000  acres  of 
the  Fortymile  drainage.  The  study  concluded  that  only  those 
recommended  portions  qualified  for  inclusion  in  the  national 
system. 

3.  Section  VTII  states  that  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  considered  the  area  in  the  preliminary 
review  under  ANCSA  and  did  not  identify  any  portion  of  the 
Fortymile  for  further  consideration.  BLM  is  the  successful 
manager  of  wild  rivers  in  other  States.  It  is  our  policy  to 
recommend  as  potential  manager  the  Federal  agency  managing 
adjacent  lands  if  it  has  the  ability  to  manage  for  the  purposes 
proposed. 

4.  We  believe  the  EIS  is  a  reasonable  assessment  based  on  available 
data. 
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Route  1  ,  Box  2-'-i8 
Areata,  CA   9;r,21 
June  18,  1974 


Rogers  C.B.  Morton 
Secretary  of  the  Interior 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Secretary  Morton: 

I  am  writing  to  present  my  viev/s  on  the  environmental  impact  state- 
ments on  the  first  seven  of  the  Interior  Department's  selections  of 
Alaska  National  Interest  Lands.   Basically,  I  think  the  Interior 
Department  has  failed  to  live  up  to  its  early  pledge  01  striving  for 
"ecosystem"  protection,  and  substituted  political  expediency  in  its 
place. 

On  only  one  of  the  seven  areas  can  I  agree  fully  with  the  Department's 
recommendations.   This  is  the  Kobuk  Valley  Na-t-icns^r-MoKumcnt-  proposal. 
Here,  the  Interior  Department  has  successfully  achieved  "ecosystf  m  pro- 
tection and  fulfilled  its  past  pledge.   However,  this  area  stands 
alone  in  its  acceptability. 

An  excellant  example  of  the  Interior's  poor  decision-making  lie- 
with  the  proposed  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge.   In  this  case 
the  Interior  decided  not  to  include  an  important  area  in  the  western 
portion  of  the  Selawik  basin.   Several  hundred  thousand  acres  of 
former  "d-2"  land-vvithdrawls  were  within  this  area,  but  were  dropped 
altogether  in  favor  of  a  native  village  deficiency  withdraw!. 
According  to  the  EIS  this  ommitted  western  portion  of  the  basin 
is  "of  comparable  or  greater  value  to  fish  and  wildlife  that  the 
proposed  refuge  itself."   Interior  could  easily  have  allowed  for 
native  selection  and  reserved  the  remainder  for  the  Refuge  proposal. 
This  action  should  have  been  taken,  but  it  was  not. 

Similarily,  Interior  has  allowed  native  withdrawls  to  override  d~2 
lands  of  several  areas;  the  Refuge  proposals  at  Cape  Thompson  and 
Cape  Lisburne,  and  the  proposed  Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument. 
In  these  cases  the  Interior  Department  could  have  provided  for  this 
deficiency  acerage  elsewhere.   In  the  case  of  the  Nellie  Juan  River 
Valley,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Selawik  basin's  western  portion,  trie 
Interior  failed  to  retain  important  lands  not  selected  by  native 
withdrawls . 

These  last  examples  seem  indicative  of  the  way  the  Interior  Depart- 
ment has  conducted  its  land  selections:   more  with  a  regard  for 
expediency,  than  for  ecological  concern.   I  think  it  imperative  that 
the  Interior  Department  live  up  to  its  earlier  pledge  of  'fecosystem" 
protection.   Only  when  thi  is  done  can  the  selections  be  made  ir.  a 
prudent  manner. 


Sincerely, 


oincLTt!  j.y , 
(Jim  Gcrritsen 
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June  6,  1974 

20?  N.W.  rD"  St. 

Bentonville,  Ark. 
72712 


Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D,C.   20240 


Dear  Sir: 

I  understand  that  your  Group  is  currently  studying 
some  twenty -eight  projects  involving  the  inclusion 

of  Federally-owned  lands  in  the  National  Park, 
Wildlife  Refuge,  Forest  and  Mid  and  Scenic  River 
Systems. 

I  would  like  to  support  the  maximum  protection  of 
the  natural  environment  in  the  areas  under  study. 
Perhaps  I'll  never  put  my  canoe  into  any  of  the 
streams  or  hike  througn  any  of  the  nills,  but  I 
will  be  a  happier  man,  knowing  we  have  had  the 
wisdom  to  protect  and  preserve  them. 

Yours, 


Steve  L.    Marquess 
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X.  APPENDICES 


Register  47.  October  1973 


TITLE  18.    ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSERVATION  18  AAC  70.010 

CHAPTER  70.    WATER  QUALITY  STANDARDS  18  AAC  70.020 


SECTION 


010.  Water  Quality  Standards 

020.  Establishment  of  Water  Use  Classifications  and  Criteria 

030.  Procedure  for  Determining  Water  Quality  Criteria 

040.  Natural  Conditions 

050.  Classification  of  State  Waters 

060.  (Repealed) 

070.  (Consolidated  into  Sec.  20) 

080.  Minimum  Treatment 

081.  Certificate  of  Reasonable  Assurance 

082.  Public  Notice  of  Application 

083.  Public  Hearing 

084.  Notice  of  Public  Hearing 

085.  Action  Upon  Application 

090.  Implementation  and  "Enforcement  Plan 

100.  Penalties 

110.  Definitions 


18  AAC  70.010.    WATER  QUALITY  STANDARDS,    (a)    The  water  quality 
standards  set  forth  in  this  chapter  apply  to  all  waters  of  the  state. 

(b)    Waters  whose  existing  quality  is  better  than  the  established  standards 
shall  be  maintained  at  that  high  quality  unless  it  has  been  affirmatively  demon- 
strated to  the  department  that  a  change  is  justifiable  as  a  result  of  necessary 
economic  or  social  development  and  that  change  shall  not  preclude  present 
and  anticipated  use  of  such  waters.    Any  industrial,  public  or  private 
project  or  development  which  would  constitute  a  new  source  of  pollution  or 
an  increased  source  of  pollution  to  high  quality  waters  shall  provide  the 
highest  degree  of  practicable  treatment  to  maintain  the  high  water  quality . 
In  implementing  this  policy,  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  will  be  kept  advised  in  order  to  be  able  to  discharge  his  responsi- 
bilities under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  as  amended.    (In 
effect  before  7/28/59;  am  5/24/70.  Register  34;  am  8/28/71.  Register  39; 
am  10/22/72.  Register  44). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.010 

AS  46.03.020  (10)    (A) 
AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.020.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  WATER  USE  CLASSIFICATIONS 
AND  CRITERIA,  (a)  There  are  established  seven  water  use  classifications 
which  are  designated  by  the  letters  "A"  through  "G",  inclusive.  The  water 
use  classifications  are  as  follows: 

(1)    Class  A.    Water  supply,  drinking,  culinary,  and  food  pro- 
cessing without  the  need  for  treatment  other  than  simple  disinfection  and 
simple  removal  of  naturally  present  impurities. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSERVATION  18  AAC   70.020 


(2)  Class  B.      Water  supply,   drinking,   culinary,   and  food  pro- 
cessing with  the  need  for  treatment  equal  to  coagulation,   sedimentation, 
filtration,   disinfection,   and  any  other  treatment  processes  necessary  to 
remove  naturally  present  impurities. 

(3)  Class  C.     Water  contact  recreation. 

(4)  Class  D.     Growth  and  propagation  of  fish  and  other  aquatic 
life,   including  waterfowl  and  furbearers. 

(5)  Class  E.     Shellfish  growth  and  propagation,   including 
natural  and  commercial   growing  areas. 

(6)  Class  F.     Agricultural  water  supply,   including  irrigation, 
stock  watering,  and  truck  farming. 

(7)  Class  G.      Industrial  water  supply   (other  than  food  processing), 

(b)     The  water  quality  criteria  applicable  to  each  water  use  classi- 
fication are  as  follows. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSERVATION  18  AAC   70.020 

Notes: 

1 .  Organisms  of  the  coliform  group  shall  be  determined  by  Most 
Probable  Number  or  equivalent  membrane  filter  technique. 

2.  Wherever  cited  in  these  standards,   the  National  Shellfish  Sanita- 
tion Program ,  Manual  of  Operations,   Part   1_,   means  Sanitation 

of  Shellfish  Growing  Areas,    1965  revision,   U.S.   Department 

of  Health   ,   Education  and  Welfare ,   Public  Health  Service  Publication 

No.   33,  Part   1,  obtainable  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 

U.S.   Government  Printing  Office,   Washington,   20402 

(Price  45  cents) ,  or  in  any  regional  office  of  the  Department 

of  Environmental  Conservation,   and  which  is  on  file  in  the  office 

of  the  lieutenant  governor. 

3.  Induced  variation  of  pH  conditions  naturally  outside  this  range 
may  not  exceed  0.5  pH  unit  and  the  pH  change  shall  be  only 
in  the  direction  of  this  range.     pH  conditions  naturally  within 
this -range  shall  be  maintained  within  0.5  pH  unit  of  the  natural 
pH. 

4.  Wherever  cited  in  these  standards,   USPHS  Drinking  Water  Stan- 
dards mean  the  Public  Health  Service  Drinking  Water  Standards, 
1962  revision,   U.S.   Department  of  Health,   Education  and  Welfare, 
Public  Health  Service  Publication  No.    956,   obtainable  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,   U.S.   Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington  D.   C.    20402    (Price  30  cents)  or  from  any  regional 
office  of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  and 
which  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  lieutenant  governor. 

5.  Wherever  cited  in  these  standards,   National  Bureau  of  Standards 
Handbook  69  means  the  handbook  entitled  "Maximum  Permissible 
Body  Burdens  and  Maximum  Permissible  Concentrations  of  Radio- 
nuclides in  Air  and  Water  for  Occupational  Exposure",   U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  National  Bureau  of  Standards  Handbook 
69,  June  5,    1959,   obtainable  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
U.S.   Government  Printing  Office,   Washington.   D.   C.   20402,   or 

in  any  regional  office  of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conser- 
vation, and  which  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  lieutenant  governor. 

6.  Wherever  cited  in  these  standards,  Radiation  Protection  Guides  means 
the  guidelines  recommended  by  the  former  Federal  Radiation  Council  and 
published  in  the  May  18,  1960  Federal  Register,  and  published  in  the 
September  26,  1961  Federal  Register,  obtainable  from  any  Regional  Office 
of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  and  which  are  on  file 

in  the  office  of  the  lieutenant  governor. 

(c)     The  analytical  procedures  used  as  methods  of  analysis  to  deter- 
mine the  quality  of  waters  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the   13th  edition  of 
Standard  Methods  for  the  Examination  of  Water  and  Wastewater ,   published 
by  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Federation,   the  American  Water  Works  Asso- 
ciation and  the  American  Public  Health  Association,    (publication  office: 
American  Public  Health  Association,    1740  Broadway,   New  York,   New  York 
10019),  or  in  accordance  with  other  standards  mutually  approved  by  the 
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18  AAC  70.050 

department  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.      (In  effect  before 
7/28/59;    am  5/24/70,   Register  34;    am  8/28/71,   Register  39;    am   10/22/72, 
Register  44;    am      8/12/73,   Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:         AS  46.03.020   (10)    (A) 
AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC   70.030.      PROCEDURE  FOR  DETERMINING  WATER  QUALITY 
CRITERIA.     In  determining  the  appropriate  water  quality  criteria  for  any 
waters  or  portion  of  waters,   the  department  shall  adhere  to  the  following 
procedure: 

(1)  if  waters  have  more  than  one  classification,  the  most  stringent 
water  quality  criterion  of  all  the  classifications  shall  apply;    and 

(2)  if  a  tributary  water  either  receives  a  sewage  waste  discharge 
or  industrial  waste  discharge,  or  has  a  lower  classification  than  the  con- 
fluence water,   and  the  tributary  water  affects  the  quality  of  the  confluence 
water,   the  most  stringent  water  quality  criteria  applicable  to  either  the 
tributary  water  or  the  confluence  water  shall  apply  to  the  tributary  water; 
and 

(3)  waste  discharge  permits  will  define  a  mixing  zone  outside 
of  which  violations  of  the  criteria  will  be  determined.     The  mixing  zone 
will  be  limited  to  a  volume  of  the  receiving  water  that  will 

(A)  not  interfere  with  biological  communities  or  populations 
of  important  species  to  a  degree  which  is  damaging  to  the  ecosystem , 
and 

(B)  not  diminish  other  beneficial  uses  disproportionately . 
In  effect  before  7/28/59;    am  5/24/70,   Register  34;    am  8/28/71, 
Register  39;  am  10/22/72,  Register  44;  am    8/12/73;  Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (10)    (A) 

AS   46.03  070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.040.     NATURAL  CONDITIONS.     Waters  may  have  natural 
characteristics  which  would  place  them  outside  the  criteria  established  by 
this  chapter.     The  criteria  established  in  this  chapter  apply,  to  man-made 
alterations  to  the  waters  of  the  state.      (In  effect  before  7/28/59;    am 
5/24/70,   Register  34;    am  8/28/71,   Register  39;    am   10/22/72,   Register  44). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (10    (A) 

AS   46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.050.  CLASSIFICATION  OF  STATE  WATERS,  (a)  Waters  of 
the  state  that  have  been  classified  after  public  hearing,  and  their  designated 
classes  according  to  the  Water  Quality  Standards  are  as  follows: 

(1)     Ship  Creek  -  near  Anchorage,   Alaska  -  from  the  Ship  Creek 
diversion  structure  at  river  mile   11.5  to  the  confluence  with  the  Knik  Arm 
of  Cook  Inlet  -  Classes  B,  C,  D,  &  G. 
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WATER  QUALITY  CRITERIA  FO*  WATERS  OF  THE  STATE  OF  ALASKA 

(1) 

Total   Coliform 

(?)                  m 

(«) 

f5) 

(B) 

""\^       Miter  QualHy 

Dissolved 

Turbidity,  measured  1n 

Temperature,  as  measur- 
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pH 
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(see note  3] 
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Water  Uses      ^^-.^^ 
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ing, culinary  and  food 
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and  B.S 
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processing  without  the 

may  not  exceed  SO  per 

tion  or 
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need  for  treatment 

100  ml,  except  ground 

5  mg/1. 

cither  than  simple  disin- 

water shall  contain 

fection  and  simple  re- 

zero per  100  ml. 

moval  of  naturally 

jresent   impurities. 

B.   Water  supply,  drink- 
ing, culinary  and  food 
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Greater  than 
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and  6.5 
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natural   conditions. 
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Numerical  value  is 
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tion  or 

for  treatment  equal  to 
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coagulation,   sedimenta- 
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tion,  filtration,  disin- 
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fection  and  any  other 

exceed  2400  per  100  ml. 

treatment    processes 

except  ground  water 

necessary  to  remove 

shall  contain  zero 

naturally  present 
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Impurities. 

C.  Water  Contact 
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Below  25  JTU  except  when 
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Recreation 
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and  8.5 
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applicable. 
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salt  water 

salt  water. 
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change. 

and  furbearers. 
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fresh  water 
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Z.  Shellfish  growth 
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specified In  National 
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and  8.5 
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Shellfish  Sanitation 
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Program  Manual    of 

Greater  than 

change. 

Operations,   Part  1 , 
USPH5.    (see  note  7) 
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food  processing). 

present. 

surface  water 
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water  supply  treatment. 
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scaling,  or  process 

1 
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(2)    Chena  River  -  near  Fairbanks,  Alaska  -  from  the  confluence 
of  the  Chena  River  and  Chena  Slough  to  the  confluence  of  the  Chena  River 
and  Tanana  River  -  Classes  C  &  D. 


(3)  All  other  marine  and  estuarine  waters  -  Classes  C,   D,  E  &  G. 

(4)  The  ground  waters  of  the  state  -  Classes  A,   B,  F,   &  G. 

(b)     The  other  fresh  waters  of  the  state  are  generally  in  their  ori- 
ginal and  natural  conditions  and  as  such  are  considered  suitable  to  serve 
all  classifications  established  in  sec.   20  of  this  chapter  and  are  so  classi- 
fied,  until  reclassified.      (In  effect  before  7/28/59;    am  5/24/70,   Register 
34;    am   8/?8/71,   Register  39;    am     10/22/72,   Register  44;    am      8/12/73, 
Register  47 ) . 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (10)    (A) 

AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.060.      PERMITS.      Repealed   10/22/72.      (In  effect  before 
7/28/59;    am  5/24/70,   Register  34;    am   10/22/72,   Register  44). 

18  AAC   70.070.      TABLE   -   WATER  QUALITY   CRITERIA   FOR  WATERS  OF 
THE  STATE  OF  ALASKA.      Consolidated  into  sec.   20   (b)  10/22/72.     (In 
effect  before  7/28/59;    am  5/24/70,   Register  34;    am   8/28/71,   Register 
39;    am   10/22/72,   Register  44). 

18  AAC  70.080.     MINIMUM  TREATMENT.      Secondary  treatment  is 
required  for  all  domestic  sewage  wastes.     All  industrial  waste  discharges 
are  required  to  have  treatment  equivalent  to  best  practicable  control  tech- 
nology currently  available  as  shall  be  dsfined  for  each  industrial  waste. 
If  secondary  treatment  for  domestic  sewage  and  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  for  industrial  wastes  is  inadequate  to  achieve 
water  quality  criteria  as  defined  in  sec.   20  of  this  chapter,   higher  levels 
of  treatment  will  be  required.      (Eff.      8/24/70,   Register  34;    am  8/28/71, 
Register  39;    am  10/22/72,   Register  44;    am     8/12/73,   Register47  ). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020    (10)    (A) 

AS  46.03.070 

AS  46.03.080 

AS  46.03.710 

18  AAC   70.081.      CERTIFICATE  OF  REASONABLE  ASSURANCE.     The 
department  may  issue  certification  that  there  is  a  reasonable  assurance, 
as  determined  by  the  department,   that  a  proposed  activity  will  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  section  401  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  Amendments  of  1972,    86  Stat.    816.      (Eff.    12/16/70,   Register  36;    am 
10/22/72,   Register  44;    am    8/12/73,   Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (9) 

AS   46.03.020   (10)    (A) 


350 


Register  47,   October  1973 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSERVATION  18  AAC   70.082 

18  AAC   70.084 


18  AAC  70.082.      PUBLIC  NOTICE  OF  APPLICATION,      (a)     When 
certification  pursuant  to  sec.    81  of  this  chapter  has  been  requested,   the 
department  shall  cause  to  be  published  a  public  notice  of  the  application. 
The  public  notice  shall  invite  interested  parties  to  submit  to  the  department 
comments  regarding  the  proposed  certification.    Such  comments  shall 
be  received  by  the  department  until  30  days  after  the  publication  of  the 
public  notice  provided  for  in  this  section.     The  public  notice  may  be 
issued  jointly  with  the  federal  permitting  agency. 

(b)  The  public  notice  of  application  shall  contain  the  name  and 
address  of  the  applicant,   the  activity  sought  to  be  certified  as  in  compliance 
with  the  water  quality  standards,   the  location  of  the  affected  waters,   and 
the  location  and  type  of  discharge. 

(c)  The  public  notice  of  application  shall  be  published  at  least 
once  in  a  newspaper  having  general  circulation  within  the  borough  in 
which  the  proposed  activity  will  take  place;    however,   if  the  proposed 
activity  will  take  place  in  the  unorganized  borough,   or  if  there  is  no  news- 
paper of  general  circulation  within  the  borough,   then  the  newspaper 

shall  be  one  of  general  circulation  within  the  judicial  district  in  which 
the  proposed  activity  will  take  place.  (Eff.  12/16/70,  Register  36;  am 
10/22/72,   Register  44;    am     8/12/73,   Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (9) 

AS  46.03.020   (10)    (A) 

18  AAC  70.083.     PUBLIC  HEARING.     In  addition  to  the  notice  of 
application  provision  of  this  chapter,   the  department  may  hold  public 
hearings  on  certification  applications.      (Eff.    12/16/70,   Register  36;    am 
10/22/72,   Register  44). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (9) 

AS   46.03.020    (10)    (A) 

18  AAC   70.084.      NOTICE  OF   PUBLIC   HEARING.      (a)      If  a  public 
hearing  is  to  be  held,   the  department  shall  cause  to  be  published  a  notice 
of  public  hearing  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  sec.    82    (c)  of  this  chapter. 
The  notice  shall  contain  the  time  and  place  of  the  public  hearing,   a  summary 
of  the  certification  application  and  all  other  informatior      specified  in  sec.   82 
of  this  chapter.     The  department  may  combine  the  notice  of  application 
provided  for  in  sec.    82  of  this  chapter  with  the  notice  of  public  hearing 
provided  for  in  this  section. 

(b)     If  a  public  hearing  on  the  application  for  certification  is  to  be 
held,   it  shall  be  held  no  sooner  than  30  days  after  publication  of  the  notice 
of  public  hearing.     At  the  hearing,   the  department  may  receive  comments 
from  the  public  and  other  individuals,   entities,   or  governmental  agencies 
involved,   together  with  comments  from  the  applicant.      Such  comments 
may  be  filed  with  the  department  in  writing  at  or  before  the  time  of  the 
hearing,   and  reasonable  oral  comments  shall  be  permitted. 
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(c)  Nothing  in  this  chapter  shall  prevent  the  consideration  of  more 
than  one  application  at  any  public  hearing  when  proper  public  notice  has 
been  given.      (Eff.    12/16/70,    Register  36;    am   10/22/72,   Register  44). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (9) 

AS   46.03.020    (10)    (A) 

18  AAC   70.085.      ACTION  UPON  APPLICATION-     The  department  may 
take  action  upon  an  application  for  certification  any  time  after  a  30  day 
period  has  elapsed  from  the  date  of  publication  of  the  notice  provided  for 
in  sec.    82  of  this  chapter.      However,   if  a  public  hearing  is  held  as  provided 
in  sec.  83  of  this  chapter,  the  department  may  act  upon  the  application 
any  time  after  the  public  hearing.      (Eff.    12/16/70,    Register  36;    am 
10/22/72,   Register  44). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (9) 

AS    46.03.020    (10)    (A) 

18  AAC   70.090.      IMPLEMENTATION  AND   ENFORCEMENT   PLAN.      The 
plan  for  implementing  and  enforcing  sec.    80  of  this  chapter  shall  be  based 
upon  achieving  the  minimum  levels  of  treatment  specified  in  that  section  at 
the  time  of  construction  for  new  discharges  and  as  soon  as  possible  but 
not  later  than  July   1977  for  existing  discharges,   and  the  plan  shall  consist 
of  the  following  elements: 

(1)     waste  discharge  permits  issued  by  the  department  and  those 
federal  permits  issued  within  the  state  and  certified  by  the  state  pursuant 
to  sec.    81  of  this  chapter; 


(2)     the  Water  Pollution  Control  Program  Plan  of  the  department; 


and 


(3)     plans  developed  by  the  department  while  implementing 
the  "continuing  planning  process"  required  by  sec.    303    (e)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972,   86  Stat.    816.      (Eff.   8/28/71, 
Register  39;    am    8/12/73,   Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (10)    (A) 

AS  46.03.060 
AS   46.03.070 

18  AAC  70.100.      PENALTIES.     A  person  who  violates  any  provision  of 
this  chapter  is  punishable  by  the  appropriate  penalties  contained  in  AS  46.03.760 
and  AS  46.03.790.    These  penalties  include  the  possibility  of  a  punishment 
by  fine  of  not  more  than  $25,000  or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  one 
year  or  both.     (Eff.  10/22/72,  Register  44;  am8A2/73,  Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS   46.03.020    (10)    (A) 

AS   46.03.710 
AS   46.03.760 
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18  AAC  70.110.     DEFINITIONS.     Unless  the  context  indicates  other- 
wise, in  this  chapter 

(1)  "commissioner"  means  the  commissioner  of  the  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation . 

(2)  "contact  recreation"  means  any  form  of  recreation  involving 
deliberate  or  accidental  contact  with  water,  including  but  not  limited  to 
swimming,   water  skiing,  fishing,  and  commercial  a"nd  recreational  boating. 

(3)  "department"  means  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conser- 
vation . 

(4)  "dredge  spoil  and  fill"  means  unpolluted  solid  material 
including  but  not  limited  to  sand,   silt,  clay  and  rock  which  may  be  placed 
in  the  waters  of  the  state,  provided  that  it  is  placed  in  the  water  in  a 
manner  such  that  it  does  not  interfere  with  any  designated  water  use. 

(5)  "ground  water"  means  water  in  the  zone  of  saturation,   which 
is  the  zone  below  the  water  table  in  which  all  interstices  are  filled  with 
water . 

(6)  "primary  treatment"  means  the  method  of  removal  of  settleable, 
suspended  and  floatable  solids  from  water  by  the  application  of  mechanical 
forces  or  gravitational  forces ,  or  both  and  may  include  processes  such  as 
sedimentation,   flotation,   screening,  centrifugal  action,  vacuum  filtration, 
dissolved  air  flotation,  and  others  designated  to  remove  settleable,   suspended 
and  floatable  solids. 

(7)  "secondary  treatment"  means  that  method  of  removal  of 
dissolved  and  colloidal  materials  that  in  their  unaltered  state,  as  found 

in  water ,  are  not  amenable  to  separation  through  the  application  of  mechani- 
cal forces  or  gravitational  forces  or  both.     Secondary  treatment  may  include 
processes  such  as  bio-absorption,  biological  oxidation,   wet  combustion, 
other  chemical  reactions,  and  adsorption  on  surface-active  media,  change 
of  phase,  or  other  processes  that  result  in  the  removal  of  colloidal  and 
dissolved  solids  from  waters. 

(8)  "sheen"  means  an  iridescent  appearance  on  the  surface  of 
the  water. 

(9)  "sludge"  means  a  combination  of  solids  and  liquids  including 
but  not  limited  to  an  aggregate  of  oil  or  oil  and  matter  of  any  other  kind 
having  a  combined  specific  gravity  equivalent  to  or  greater  than  that  of 
water.     Sludge  does  not  mean  dredge  spoil  and  fill. 
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(10)     "waters"  means  lakes,   bays,   sounds,  ponds,  impounding 
reservoirs,   springs,   wells,   rivers,   streams,  creeks,  estuaries,   marshes, 
inlets,    straits,   passages,   canals,   the  Pacific  Ocean,   Gulf  of  Alaska, 
Bering  Sea  and  Arctic  Ocean,   in  the  territorial  limits  of  the  state,  and 
all  other  bodies  of  surface  or  underground  water,   natural  or  artificial, 
public  or  private,  inland  or  coastal,   fresh  or  salt,   which  are  wholly  or 
partially  in  or  bordering  upon  the  state  or  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
state,      (am   5/24/70,   Register  34;    am  8/28/71,   Register  39;    am 
10/22/72,   Register  44,    am     8/12/73,   Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:         AS  46.03.020   (10)    (A) 
AS   46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 
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IN  TIIE  SENATE  OF  TnE  UNITED  STATES 

January  30,1974 

Mr.  Jackson  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Fannin)  (by  request)  introduced  the  fol- 
lowing bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs 


A  EILI 


To  provide  for  the  addition  of  certain  lands  in  the  State  of  Alaska 
to  the  National  Park,  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  National 
Forest,  and  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Systems,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Reprcscnta- 

2  t'wes  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  having  reviewed  the  recommendations  of  the  See1'  - 

4  tary  of  the  Interior  made  pursuant  to  sections   17(d)  (') 

5  and  17(d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  J    t 

6  (85  Stat.  088)    for  addition  of  certain  lands  in  Alaska  lo 

7  the  National  Park,  Forest,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  Wild      id 

8  Scenic  Rivera  Systems,  the  Congress  designates  and  esfnb- 
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1  lishes  new  units  and  additions  to  existing  units  of  those  sys- 

2  terns,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  following  titles. 

3  Sec.  2.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Alaska  Conscr- 

4  vation  Act  of  1974". 

5  TITLE  I— NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM 

6  Part  A — Additions  to  Existing  Areas 

7  MOUNT  MCKINLEY  NATIONAL  PARK 

8  Sec.  101.    (a)   In  order  to  include  within  Mount  Mc- 

9  Kinley  National  Park  (hereinafter  referred  to  in  this  section 

10  as  the  "park")  certain  areas  needed  to  provide  a  diversity  of 

11  habitat,  insure  the  preservation  of  animal  ecosystems,  and 

12  protect  and  interpret  associated  scenic  resources  and  glacial 

13  features,  the  boundary  of  the  park  is  hereby  revised  to  in- 

14  elude,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the  lands,  waters,  and 

15  interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary 
1^  of  the  park  on  the  map  entitled  "Mount  McKinley  National 

17  Park",  numbered  126-90-001,  and  dated  December  1073, 

18  which  additional  area  comprises  approximately  three  million 

19  one  hundred  and  eighty  thousand  acres. 

20  (b)    Section  4  of  the  Act  of  February  26,   1917    (39 

21  Stat.  938;  16  U.S.C.  350) ,  is  repealed.  Section  2  of  the  Act 

22  of  January  26,  1931    (46  Stat.  1043;  16  U.S.C.  350a),  is 

23  revised  to  read  as  follows:  "The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
£~x  snail  nave  authority  lo  presuiu.'  rcgu.:-.!  a-; 
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1  use  of  any  valid  mining  locations  made  within  the  boundaries 

2  of  Mount  McKinlcy  National  Park.". 

3  (c)   Section  6  of  the  Act  of  February  26,   1917    (39 

4  Stat.  939) ,  as  amended  (1G  U.S.O.  352) ,  is  further  amended 

5  by  changing  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  comma,  and 

6  adding  the  following:  "or  for  subsistence  uses  in  areas  added 

7  to  the  park  by  the  Alaska  Conservation  Act  of  1974  pursu- 

8  ant  to  section  108  of  that  Act.". 

9  (d)  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  subsec- 

10  tion  (a)   of  this  section,  the  area  adjacent  to  the  south  and 

11  east  boundary  of  the  park  generally  depicted  on  the  map  re- 

12  ferred  to  in  subsection    (a)    as  "Cooperative  Planning  and 

13  Management  Zone"  is  hereby  designated  as  a  zone  within 

14  which   resource   use   and   development   are   critical   to   the 

15  proper  protection,  management,  and  interpretation  of  the 

16  park.  Not  later  than  three  years  from  the  date  of  enactment 

17  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior    (hereinafter  rc- 

18  ferred  to  as  the  "Secretary")    shall  submit  a  report  to  the 

19  Congress  as  to  whether  land-use  controls  needed  for  the 

20  proper  protection,  management,  and  interpretation  of  the 

21  park  have  been  instituted  effectively  with  respect   to  the 

22  designated  zone  by  the  State  of  Alaska  or  an  appropriate 

23  political  subdivision  thereof.  The  Secretary  shall  .solicit  the 
vii  prnor'of  the  Slate  of  Alaska  m  ■  of  :      Joint 

25  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  for  Alaska 
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1  on  his  report,  and  he  shall  submit  any  such  views  to  the  Con- 

2  grcss  at  the  time  the  report  is  submitted. 

3  KATMAI   NATIONAL   PAJJK 

4  Sec.  102.   (a)  In  order  to  include  therein  certain  areas 

5  needed  for  the  protection  of  critical  animal  habitat,  including 

6  a  watershed  necessary  for  the  perpetuation  of  red  salmon  and 

7  a  habitat  to  protect  a  population  of  brown  bear,  and  for  the 

8  interpretation  and  preservation  of  outstanding  scenic  and 

9  scientific  values  associated  with  such  habitats,  the  boundary 

10  of  Katmai  National  Monument,  as  established  by  Proelama- 

11  tion   Numbered    14S7   of  September  24,    1918    (40  Stat. 

12  1855),   and   revised  by  Proclamation  Numbered   1949  of 

13  April  24,  1931    (47  Stat.  2453),  Proclamation  Numbered 

14  25G4  of  August  4,  1942    (5G  Stat.  1972),  and  Proclama- 

15  tion  Numbered  3890  of  January  20,  19G9  (83  Stat.  92G)  is 
*"  hereby  revised  to  include,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 

'  the  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the 

-^  proposed  boundary  of  the  park  on  the  map  entitled  "Katmai 

19  National  Park",  numbered  127-90-001,  and  dated  Deccm- 

20  ber   1973,   which  additional  area  comprises  approximately 

21  one  million  eight  hundred  and  seventy  thousand  acres. 

22  (Jj)    rj'he  Katmai  National  Monument  is  hereby  redes- 

23  jonatcd  as  Katmai  National  Park. 
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1  PAET  B— ESTABLISHMENT  OF  XEW  AeEAS 

2  Sec.  103.   (a)  In  order  to  protect  and  interpret  for  the 

3  benefit,  inspiration,  and  education  of  present  and  future  gen- 

4  erations  the  scenic,  scientific,  biological,  archeological,  and 

5  historical  values  associated  therewith,  there  are  hereby  es- 
G  tablisbed,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights — 

7  (1)    Anialiehak  Caldera  National  Monument,   the 

8  boundary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and 

9  interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  bound- 

10  ary   of  the   national   monument   on   the  map   entitled 

11  "Aniakchak   Caldera   National  Monument",   numbered 

12  NM-AC-90,001,    and    dated   December    1973,    which 

13  area  comprises  njiproximatcly  four  hundred  and  forty 

14  thousand  acres ; 

15  (2)  Harding  Ice  Field-Kcnai  Fjords  National  Mon- 

16  ument,  the  boundary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands, 

17  waters,  and  interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  pro- 

18  posed  boundary  of  the  national  monument  on  the  map 

19  entitled  "Harding  Ice  Field-Kenai  Fjords  National  Mon- 

20  ument",  numbered  XM-HI/KF-90,001  and  dated  De- 

21  cembcr  1973,  which  area  comprises  approximately  three 

22  hundred  thousand  acre1:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
23.  may  revise  the  monument  boundary  to  include  an}'  lands, 


359 


1  waters,  and  interests  therein  depicted  on  such  map  as 

2  within  the  area  marked  "Potential  additions"  if  such 

3  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  are  not  selected  by 

4  native  corporations  pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 

5  Settlement  Act; 

6  (3)    Cape    Krusenstcrn   National   Monument,    the 

7  boundary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and 

8  interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  bound- 

9  ary  of  the  national  monument  on  the  map  entitled  "Cape 

10  Krusenstcrn  National  Monument",  numbered  NM-CK- 

11  90,00  J ,  and  dated  December  1973,  which  area  comprises 

12  approximately  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres; 

13  (1)  ICohuk  Valley  National  Monument,  the  bound- 

14  ary  ox  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  inter- 

15  csts  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary  of 

16  the  national  monument  on  the  map   entitled   "Kobuk 

17  Valley    National    Monument",    numbered    NM-KV- 

18  90,001,  and   dated  December   1973,  which  area  com- 

19  prises  approxi  uately  one  million  eight  hundred  and  fifty 

20  thousand  acres:  Provided,  That,  any  lands  within  the 

21  Onion   Portage  Arebeologieal  District,   as   depicted  on 

22  such  map,  not  selected  by  a  Native  corporation  pursuant 

23  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  shall  become 
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1  (5)    Lake  Clark  National  Park,  the  boundary  of 

2  which   shall   include   the   lands,    waters,    and   interests 

3  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary  of  the 

4  national  park  on  the  map  entitled  "Lake  Clark  National 

5  Park",  numbered  NP-LC-90,001,  and  dated  Decem- 

6  ber   1973,   which   area   comprises   approximately   two 

7  million  six  hundred  and  ten  thousand  acres; 

8  (6)  Wrangell-Saint  Elias  National  Park,  the  bound- 

9  ary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  inter- 
10  ests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary 
H  of  the  national  park  on  the  map  entitled  "Wrangell- 

12  Saint  Elias  National  Park",  numbered  NP-AVSE-90,- 

13  001,  and  dated  December  1973,  which  area  comprises 

14  approximately  eight  million  six  hundred  and  forty  thou- 

15  sand  acres; 

16  (7)  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park,  the  bound- 

17  aries  of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  intcr- 

18  ests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundaries 

19  of  the  park  on  the  map  entitled  "Gates  of  the  Arciic 

20  National  Park",  numbered  NP-GA-90,001  and  dated 

21  December  1973,  which  park  comprises  approximately 

22  eight  million  three  hundred  and  sixty  thousand  acres; 

23  (8)   Yukon-Charley  National  Puvcrs,  the  boundary 
21  '        Inch  shall  include  the  laiuts,  v..  crs,  and 
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1  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary  of  the 

2  national  rivers  on  the  map  entitled  "Yukon-Charley  Na- 

3  tional  Rivers",  numbered  NR-YO-90,001,  and  dated 

4  December  1973,  which  area  comprises  approximately 

5  one  million  nine  hundred  and  seventy  thousand  acres. 

6  (9)  Chukchi-Imurnk  National  Reserve,  the  bound- 

7  ary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  inter- 

8  ests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary 

9  of  the  national  reserve  on  the  map  entitled  "Chukchi- 

10  Imuruk  National  Reserve",  numbered  NR-CI-90,001, 

11  and  dated  December  1973,  which  area  comprises  ap- 

12  proximately  two  million  six  hundred  and  ninety  thou- 

13  sand  acres. 

14  (b)    The  boundary  maps  referred  to  in  part  xV  of  this 

15  title  and  this  part  shall  be  on  file  and  available  for  public 

16  inspection  in  (he  offices  of  the  National  Park  Service,  De- 

17  partment  of  the  Interior;  the  maps  entitled  "Chukchi-Imuruk 

18  National  Reserve'*  and  "Harding  Ice  Field-Ivenai  Fjords 

19  National  Monument"  shall  also  be  on  file  at  the  Bureau  of 

20  Sport  Fisheries  ami  Wildlife,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

21  In  no  event  shall  the  boundary  of  any  area  added  to  existing 

22  areas  or  established  by  pari  A  of  this  title  or  this  part  extend 

23  beyond  the  territorial  sea. 
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1  Part  C— General  Administration  Provisions 

2  administration 

3  Sec.  104.   (a)  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  lands, 

4  waters,  and  interests  therein  added  to  existing  areas  or  es- 

5  tahlished  by  the  foregoing  sections  of  this  title  as  areas  of 

6  the  national  park  system,  subject  to  the  applicable  provi- 

7  sions  of  (bis  title  and  the  Act  of  August  25.  1910   (39  Stat. 

8  535  et  seq.),  as  amended  and  supplemented    (16  U.S.C.  1 

9  et  seq.) . 

10  (b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Secretary  of 

11  the  Interior  shall  consult  in  the  development  of  manage- 

12  ment  plans  for  the  Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest  and 

13  the  adjoining  Wrangell-Saint  Elias  National  Park  to  achieve 

14  the  fullest  possible  coordination  and  cooperation.   In  addi- 

15  tion,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall,  in  cooperation  with 

16  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  select  and  develop  one  or  more 

17  areas  along   the   Alaska   Highway  between   the   Canadian 

18  border  and  the  village  of  Nortliway,  Alaska,  together  with 

19  other  interested  public  agencies,  for  public  use,  administra- 

20  tion,  interpretation,  and  other  provision  of  facilities.  Funds 

21  appropriated  for  purposes  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for 

22  tin'  development  and  operation  of  such  facilities. 
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1  BOUNDARIES,  ACQUISITION  OF  PROPERTY 

2  Sec.  105.  Following  reasonable  notice  in  writing  to  the 

3  Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  Senate 

4  and  House  of  Representatives,  and  after  publication  of  notice 

5  in  the  Federal  Register,  the  Secretary  may  make  minor  re- 

6  visions  in  the  boundaries  of  the  areas  added  to  existing  areas 

7  or  established  by  parts  A  and  B  of  this  title,  including  re- 

8  visions  to  include  within  the  boundaries  such  additional  lands 

9  as  are  necessary  for  administrative  sites  but  such  adminis- 
30  trative  sites  shall  not  exceed  eighty  acres  for  any  one  area 
H  added  to  existing  areas  or  established  by  parts  A  and  B. 

12  Within  the  boundaries  of  the  areas  added  to  existing  units 

13  or  established  by  parts  A  and  B  of  this  title,  or  as  such 

14  boundaries   ma}-   be  revised   pursuant   to   this   section,    the 

15  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands,  waters,  and  intcr- 

16  csts  therein  by  donation,  purchase,  or  exchange,  except  that 

17  property  owned  b}'  the  State  of  Alaska  or  any  political  sab- 

18  division  thereof  may  be  acquired  only  by  donation  or  ex- 

19  change,  and  property  owned  by  any  Native  village  or  cor- 

20  poration  may  be  acquired  only  with  the  concurrence  of  such 
2i  owner. 

22  APPLICABILITY  OP  MINING  AND  MINERAL  LEASING   LAWS 

23  Si:c  10G.    (a)    Except  as  provided  in  subsection    (b) 

oj  of  {bis  section,  Federal  lands  within  !hc  boun-a  >i        ft! 

^  ±  x'-    

25  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  established  by  parts  A  and  B 
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1  of  this  title,  or  as  such  boundaries  may  be  revised  pursuant 

2  to  section  105  of  this  part,  as  well  as  Federal  lands  within 

3  the  boundaries  of  Mount  Mclvinley  National  Park  as  of  the 

4  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  are,  subject  to  valid  existing 

5  rights,  hereby  withdrawn  from  location,  entry,  and  patent 

6  under  the  public  land  laws  of  the  United  States,  including 

7  from  all  forms  of  appropriation   under  the  United  States 

8  mining  laws,  and  from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  laws 

9  including,  in  both  cases,  amendments  thereto.  Any  mining 

10  claims  located  under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United  States 

11  within  the  boundaries  of  those  areas  withdrawn  pursuant  to 

12  this  subsection  must  be  recorded  with  the  Secretary  under 

13  regulations  established  by  the  Secretary   within  one  year 

14  after  the  effective  date  of  such  regulations.  Any  mining  claim 

15  not  so  recorded  shall  be  conclusively  presumed  to  be  aban- 
1G  doned  and  shall  be  void.  Such  recordation  will  not  render 

17  valid  any  claim  which  was  not  valid  on  the  effective  date 

18  of  this  title,  or  which  becomes  invalid  thereafter.  Any  claim 

19  recorded  pursuant  to  the  regulations  promulgated  under  this 

20  subsection,  for  which  the  claimant  has  not  made  application 

21  for  a  patent  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  recordation, 

22  shall  be  presumed  to  be  invalid  unless  the  claimant  presents 

23  to  the  Secretary  clear  evidence  of  its  validity. 

24  3  .  \As  out  i      the  Charley  :  :v.t    ■  -'■  ■ 

25  are  within  the  Yukon-Charley  National  Rivers,  are  not  with- 
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1  drawn  from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing-  laws,  including 

2  amendments  thereto,  and  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  Feb- 

3  niary  25,  1920,  as  amended  and  supplemented   (30  IT.S.C. 

4  181-263),  shall  apply  to  them:  Provided,  That,  the  Sccre- 

5  tary  may  administratively  cancel  any  lease  or  prospecting 
G  permit  for  violations  of  the  terms  of  the  lease  or  permit  or  of 

7  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of 

8  February  25,  1920,  without  regard  to  the  requirements  of 

9  section  31  of  such  Act   (30  U.S.C.  188),  after  thirty  days' 

10  notice  to  the  lessee  or  permittee  and  failure  of  the  lessee  or 

11  permittee  to  correct  the  condition  giving  rise  to  the  breach. 

12  With  respect  to  mineral  deposits  located  within  such  lands 

13  normally  subject  to  location,   entry,  and  patent  under  the 

14  mining  laws  and  withdrawn  pursuant  to  subsection    (a)    of 

15  £his  section,  the  Secretary  may  issue  permits  for  the  cxplora- 

16  tion  and  development  of  said  deposits  pursuant  to  regulations 

17  establishing  procedures,  terms,  and  conditions  under  which 

18  such  activity-  may  be  conducted,  but  with  right  of  occupation 

19  and  use  of  only  so  much  of  the  surface  of  the  land  as  is  im- 

20  mediately  and  directly  necessary  to  the  exploration  and  de- 

21  velopincnt  of  said  deposits. 

22  SPOKT7IUNTIXG 

23  Sec.  107.  (a)  Subject  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
--"  turn,  and  exerpi  :  -  may  otherwise  he  pn>;  ::  ?iec!  in  louorai 
2*">  or  State  law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  sport  hunting  on 


1  lands  and  waters  under  Ills  jurisdiction  within  the  areas  es- 

2  tablishcd  by  paragraphs  (a)  (1)  and  (a)  (5) -(9)  of  section 

3  103  of  this  title  in  accordance  with  such  regulations  as  he 

4  shall  prescribe.  Such  regulations  ma}7  include  the  establish- 

5  nient  of  limits  on  the  numbers  and  types  of  species  that  may 

6  be  taken  and  the  manner  of  taking,  or  prohibit  takings.  The 

7  Secretary  may,  however,  designate  zones  where,  and  estab- 

8  lish  periods  when,  no  sport  hunting  shall  be  permitted  in  any 

9  such  area  for  reasons  of  public  safety,  administration,  fish  or 

10  wildlife  management,  or  public  use  and  enjoyment,  and  ex- 

11  cept  in  emergencies,  any  regulations  of  the  Secretary  pur- 

12  suant  to  this  section  shall  be  put  into  effect  only  after  con- 

13  saltation  with  the  appropriate  fish  and  game  agency  of  the 

14  State  of  Alaska. 

15  (b)   With  regard  to  the  area  referred  to  in  section  103 
1G  (a)  (1)  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  sport  hunting 

17  only  in  the  townships  described  as  follows: 

18  Seward  Meridian  (Protraction  Description) 

19  (All  Fractional) 

20  Township  38  south,  range  51  west. 

21  Township  30  south,  range  51  west. 

22  Township  39  south,  range  52  west. 

23  Township  40  south,  range  52  west. 
21  i;  iii  ran.no  .)■>  west. 
25  Township  40  south,  range  54  west. 
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1  Township  41  south,  range  51  west. 

2  Township  41  soulh,  range  52  west 

3  Township  41  south,  range  53  west. 

4  Township  41  south,  range  54  west. 

5  (c)  Not  later  than  ten  years  from  the  date  of  enactment 

6  of  this  title,  and  continuing  at  intervals  of  not  more  than  five 

7  years  after  the  submission  of  the  first  such  report,  the  Sec- 

8  rotary  shall  report  to  the  Congress  on  the  effect  of  all  hunt- 

9  ing,  fishing,  and  trapping,  including  subsistence  uses,  on  the 

10  flora  and  fauna  within  each  area  added  to  existing  units  or 

11  established  by  parts  A  and  B  of  this  title,  and  shall  recom- 

12  mend  whether  any  or  all  of  such  uses  shall  be  continued. 

13  SUBSISTENCE   USES 

14  Sec.  108.  Except  as  may  otherwise  be  prohibited  by 

15  Federal  or  State  law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  the  conlinu- 

16  ation  of  such  subsistence  uses  of  the  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant 

17  resources  within  the  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  estab- 

18  lished  by  parts  A  and  13  of  this  title  to  the  extent  that  such 

19  uses  were  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Alaska 

20  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.  Such  uses  shall  continue  un- 

21  less  the  Secretary  determines  that  particular  uses  are  malc- 

22  rially  and  negatively  affecting  the  fish,  wildlife,  or  plant  re- 

23  sources  of  such  areas:  Provided,  That,  for  such  reasons  as 
piimic  sniffy-  arii m msfralion.  fish  and  wildlife  inaiin»vmeiit. 

25  or  public  use  and  enjoyment,  the  Secretary  may,  by  regula- 


1  tion,  prescribe  conditions  under  which  such  subsistence  uses 

2  shall  be  conducted  including-,  but  not  limited  to,  prohibitions 

3  on  takings,  and  the  establishment  of  limits  on  the  number 

4  and  type  of  resources  taken,  and  the  season  when  and  area 

5  within  such  areas  where  subsistence  activities  can  be  under- 

6  taken.  Regulations  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 

7  be  put  into  effect  only  after  consultation  with  the  appropri- 

8  ate  fish  and  game  agency  of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

9  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS 

10  Sec.  109.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate 

11  and  seek  agreements  with  the  heads  of  other  Federal  agen- 
32  cies  and  the  owners  of  lands  and  waters  within,  adjacent  to, 
13  or  related  to  each  area  added  to  existing  units  or  established 
31  by  parts  A  and  E  of  this  title,  including,  without  limitation, 
15  the  State  of  Alaska  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof,  any 
"•6  Native  corporation,  village,  or  group  having  traditional  cul- 
1^  tural  or  resource-based  affinities  for  such  areas,  and,  with  the 

18  concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  governments  of 

19  foreign  nations.  Such  agreements  shall  have  as  their  purpose 

20  the  assurance  that  resources  will  be  used,  managed,  and  de- 

21  velopcd  in  such  n  manner  as  to  be  consistent  with  the  pres- 

22  crvation  of  the   environmental  quality  of  such  areas.   The 

23  agreements  may  also  provide  for  access  by  visitors  to  the 
park  lit-    :  >  nncl  across  the  land     whicl     \tq  the 

25  subject  of  the  agreements. 
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1  (b)  The  bead  of  any  Federal  agency,  other  than  agen- 

2  cies  that  arc  parties  to  cooperative  agreements  pursuant  to 

3  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  having  direct  or  indirect  juris- 

4  diction  over  a  proposed  Federal  or  federally  assisted  under- 

5  taking  in  the  lands  and  waters  within,  adjacent  to,  or  related 

6  to  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  etablished  by  parts  A 

7  and  B  of  this  title,  and  the  head  of  any  Federal  department 

8  or   interdepartmental   agency,   other   than  parties   to   such 

9  agreements,  having  authority  to  license  any  undertaking  in 

10  such  lands  and  waters  shall,  prior  to  the  approval  of  the 

11  expenditure  of  any  Federal  funds  on  the  undertaking  or  prior 

12  to  the  issuance  of  any  license,  as  the  case  may  be,  afford  the 

13  Secretary  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  comment  with  regard 
11    to  such  undertaking. 

15  WILDERNESS  REVIEW 

16  Sec.  110.  Within  three  years  from  the  date  of  enactment 

17  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall  report  to  the  President,  in 

18  accordance  with  subsections  3(c)   and  3(d)   of  the  Wildcr- 

19  ness  Act  (78  Stat.  892;  1G  U.S.O.  1132  (c)  and  (d)  ),  his 

20  recommendations  as  to  the  suitability  or  iionsui lability  of  any 
2i    area  added  to  existing  units  or  established  by  parts  A  and  B 

22  of  this  title  for  preservation  as  wilderness;  any  designation 

23  of  any  such  area  as  wilderness  shall  be  accomplished  in  ac- 
2|    cor  laiHO  with  ^  '  1  subsection  of  the  Wilderness    Act.   ~-7 
25     withstanding  anything  to  the  contrary  in  the  Wilderness  Act, 
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1  the  Secretary  shall,  with  respect  to  Mount  Mclvinley  Na- 

2  tional  Park,  report  to  the  President  his  recommendations  as 

3  to  the  suitability  of  any  area  within  the  entire  park  within 

4  three  years  and  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title. 

5  Patjt  I)— Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

6  DESIGNATION 

7  Sec.  111.  Section  3(a)   of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

8  Act  (82  Stat.  907) ,  as  amended  (1G  U.S.C.  1274  (a)  ) ,  is 

9  further  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

10  "     .  Alatna,  Alaska.  The  seventy-five  mile  portion 

11  of  the  main  stem  within  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National 

12  Park;  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

13  "    .  Amakciiak  Alaska. — The  entire  river,  includ- 

14  ing  its  major  tributaries,  Hidden  Creek,  Mystery  Creek,  Al- 

15  bcrt   Johnson   Creek,   and  North  Pork   Aniakchak   River, 
1G  within  the  Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument;  to  be 

17  administered  Ivy  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

18  .  Cilakley.  Alaska. — The  entire  river,  including 

7  o 

19  its  major  tributaries  Copper  Creek,  Bonanza  Creek,  llos- 

20  foid  Creek,  Derwent  Creek,  Flat-Orthmer  Creek,  Crescent 

21  Creek,  and  Aforame  Creek,  within  the  Yukon-Charlev  Na- 

22  tional  Rivers;  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 

23  Interior. 

O  1  .                                        •               ;. 

4^X.  .        .1  i                                   ,,          .     .    1  .  -  ^  .                     .   .             -illl         I.  1  |  I  1  i   (            ,     |     ,      .     .    ,         i   . 
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1  major  tributary,  Easier  Creek,  within  the  Gales  of  the  Arctic 

2  National  Park;  to  he  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 

3  Interior. 

4  "    .  Xoatak,  Alaska. — The  sixty-five  mile  segment 

5  within  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park;  to  be  ndiuin- 

6  istcred  bj*  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

7  "    .  Salmon,  Alaska. — The  entire  river  within  the 

8  Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument;  to  be  administered  by 

9  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

10  "    .  Tinayglk.— The  entire  river,  and  the  North  Fork 

11  of  the  Ivoyukuk,  within  the  Gates  of  the  , Arctic  National 

12  Park;  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior." 

13  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISION'S 

14  Sec  112.   (a)  The  river  segments  designated  in  sc.-'.ion 

15  111  of  this  title  arc  hereby  classified  and  designated,  and 
1G  shall  he  administered,  as  wild  river  areas  pursuant   io  the 

17  Wild  and  Scenic  Pavers  Act. 

18  (b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  3(b)   and  section  6  of 

19  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  shall  not  apply  to  lb.   river 

20  segments  listed  in  section  111  of  this  title.  The  puovis;  ns  o 

21  sections  107  and  108  of  this  title  shall  supersede  those  o: 

22  section  1.3  (a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  coruvnniig 

23  fish  and  wildlife. 

24  Part  E — Appropriation  Authorization 

lit)  OlA.     ii'J.     jLiiCi'C    ii    nCiC'JJl     duUiUi'i/AU    I U    UC    .1  i  M  ■•:          -i  i, ,,  .^, 

2G  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes 


1  TITLE  n— NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

2  SYSTEM 

3  Part  A— Establishment  of  Refuges  and  Ranges 

4  Sec.  201.  There  are  hereby  established,  subject  to  valid 

5  existing  rights,  twelve  national  wildlife  refuges   (hereinafter 

6  referred  to  as  the  "refuges"),  one  national  arctic  range  ahd 

7  one  national  resource  range   (hereinafter  referred  to  as  {he 

8  "ranges") . 

9  Sec.  202.    (a)   The  boundary  of  each  refuge  and  each 

10  range  shall  include  the  area  generally  depicted  on  the  appli- 

11  cable  map  as  herein  described:  Provided,  however,  That  in 

12  no  case  shall  the  boundary  of  a  refuge  or  range  extend  be- 

13  yond  the  territorial  sea.  Such  maps  shall  be  on  file   and 

14  available  for  public  inspection  in  the  office  of  the  Bureau  of 

15  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Department  of  the  Interior, 
1G  and,  with  respect  to  the  ranges,  the  maps  shall  also  be  avail- 

17  able  for  public  inspection  in  the  office  of  the  Bureau  of  Laird 

18  Management : 

jg  (1)  As  herein  established,  the  (A)  Barren  Island-  Na- 

20  tional  Wildlife  Refuge,   (B)  Chukchi  Sea  National  Wildlife 

2i  Refuge,    (C)    Shumagin  Islands  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 

22  (D)  additions  to  the  Xodiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  and 

23  (E)   additions  to  the  Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

irised  of  npproNim  itelv    A*>   million 

25  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area  generally 
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1  depicted  as  the  "proposed  boundary"  on  the  maps  entitled 

2  "Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuges",  and  dated  Dc- 

3  cember  1973.  The  Kodiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  desig- 

4  nated  in  Executive  Order  Numbered  8857  of  August  10, 

5  1941,  and  modified  by  Public  Land  Order  Numbered  1G34  of 

6  May  9,  1958,  and  the  additions  designated  m  this  subsection 

7  are  hereby  established  as   the   "Kodiak  National   Wildlife 

8  Refuge";  and  the  Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as 

9  designated   in  Proclamation  Numbered  2416  of  July   15, 

10  1940,  amending  Executive  Order  Numbered  1037  of  Febru- 

11  ary  27,  1909,  and  the  additions  designated  in  this  subsection 

12  are  hereby  established  as  the  "Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife 

13  Refuge". 

14  (2)   The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  herein  es- 

15  tablishcd  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  3.76  million 

16  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 

17  generally  depicted  as  the  "proposed  boundary"  on  the  map 

18  entitled  "Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge",  and  dared  De- 

19  comber  1973,  and  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  csiab- 

20  Iished  by  Public  Land  Order  Numbered  2214  of  Decern]  or  G, 

21  1960,  issued  pursuant  to  Executive  Order  Numbered  10355 
23  of  May  26,  1952,  is  hereby  redesignated  as  part  of  the 
23  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuse  and  added  to  said  refuge. 


.i    ■'■ 


25     established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  2.85  ntilli'ui 


374 


1  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 

2  generally  depicted  as1  the  "proposed  boundary"  on  the  map 

3  entitled   "Iliamna  National  Resource   Range",   and   dated 

4  December  1973. 

5  (4)   The  Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  herein 

6  established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  4.43  mil1 

7  lion  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the 

8  area  generally  depicted  as  the  "Proposed  Boundary"  on  the 

9  map    entitled    "Koyukuk   National   Wildlife    Refuge",    and 

10  dated  December  1973. 

11  (5)   The  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  as  herein  es- 

12  tablishcd  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  7.59  million 

13  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 

14  generally  depicted  as  the  "Proposed  Boundary"  on  the  map 

15  entitled  "Noatak  National  Arctic  Range",  and  dated  De- 

16  cember  1973. 

17  (6)    The  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  herein 

18  established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  1.4  million 

19  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  tho  area 

20  generally  depleted  as  the  "Proposed  Boundary"  on  the    nap 

21  entitled   "Selawik   National   Wildlife   Refuge",    and    dated 

22  December  1073,  and  the  Chamisso  National  Wildifc  Refuge 

23  established  by  Proclamation  Numbered  241G  of  July  15, 

Kxoculivo  Oi  nYi1  Nui  ■'    -    '  I  05? 
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1  ber  7,  1912,  is  hereby  redesignated  as  part  of  the  Sclawik 

2  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  added  to  said  refuge. 

3  (7)  The  Togiak  National  "Wildlife  Refuge  as  herein  es- 

4  tablishcd  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  2.74  million 

5  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 

6  generally  depicted  as  the  "Proposed  Boundary"  on  the  map 

7  entitled  'Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge",  and  dated  De- 

8  cember  1073,  and  the  Cape  Newenham  National  Wildlife 

9  Refuge,  established  by  Public  Land  Order  Numbered  4583 

10  of  January  20,  1969,  is  hereby  redesignated  as  part  of  the 

11  Togiak  National  Y\rildlife  Refuge  and  added  to  said  refuge. 

12  (8)  The  Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  here- 

13  in  established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  5.1G  mil- 

14  lion  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the 

15  area  generally  depicted  as  the  "Proposed  Boundary"  on  the 

16  map  entitled  "Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge",  and 

17  dated  December   1973,  and  the  Clarence  Rhode  National 

18  Wildlife  Refuge,  established  by  Public  Land  Order  Numbered 

19  4581  of  January  20,   1969,  amending  Public  Land  Order 

20  Numbered   2253   of  January   23,    1961,   amending  Public 

21  Land  Order  Numbered  2213  of  December  8,  1960,  issued 

22  pursuant  to  Executive  Order  Numbered  10355,  is  hereby  re- 

23  designated  as  a  unit  of  the  Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife 

24  Rei'ugt.   lo  I  g  ad  mustered  as  part  of  said  rd'ugc,  and   ihc 
95  Haze!]    Bay   National   Wildlife   Refuge,   a^  established   !>y 
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1  Proclamation  Numbered  2416  of  July  15,  194(3,  amending 

2  Executive  Order  Numbered  7770  of  December  14,  1937,  is 

3  hereby  redesignated  as  part  of  the  Yukon  Delta  National 

4  Wildlife  Refuge  and  added  to  said  refuge. 

5  (9)  The  Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  here- 
G  in  established  shall  be  comprised   of  approximately   3.59 

7  million  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within 

8  the  area  generally  depicted  as  the  "Proposed  Boundary"  on 

9  the  map  entitled  "Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge", 

10  and  dated  December  1973. 

11  (b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred 

12  to  as  "the  Secretary")    may  make  minor  revisions  i:.1   the 

13  boundary  of  each  refuge  and  each  range  by  publication  ;i  a 

14  revised  map  or  other  boundary  description  in  the  Federal 

15  Register. 

1G  Part  B— General  Administrative  Provisions 

17  ACQUISITION  OF  PROPERTY 

18  Sec.  203.  "Within  the  boundary  of  each  refuge  and  each 

19  range  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  by  purchas*  .  do- 

20  nation,  or  exchange,  lands,  waters,  and  interests  there i  .,.  ex- 

21  cept  that  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  owned  by  the 

22  State  of  Alaska  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof  mav  be 

23  acquired  only  with  agreement  of  the  said  State  or  political 
2 1  ■    ;    ■             )                      .    ',  >    . 
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1  corporation  may  be  acquired  only  with  the  concurrence  of 

2  such  owner. 

3  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS 

4  Sec  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate 

5  and  seek  agreements  with  the  Leads  of  other  Federal  agen- 

6  cics  and  the  owners  of  lands  and  waters  within,  adjacent  to 

7  or  related  to  each  area  added  to  existing  units  or  established 

8  by  section  202  of  this  title,  including,  without  limitation,  the 

9  State  of  Alaska   or  any  political  subdivision  thereof,   any 

10  Native  corporation,  village,  or  group  having  traditional  cul- 

11  tural  or  resource-based  affinities  for  such  areas.  Such  agrec- 
32  merits  shall  have  as  their  purpose  the  assurance  tbat  resources 

13  will  be  used,  managed  and  developed  in  such  a  manner  as  to 

14  be  consistent  with   the  preservation  of  the   environmental 

15  quality  of  such  areas. 

16  (b)   The  head  of  any  Federal  agency,  other  than  agen- 

17  cics  that  arc  parties  to  cooperative  agreements  pursuant  to 

18  subsection  (a)  of  ibis  section,  having  direct  or  indirect  juris- 

19  diction  over  a  proposed  Federal  or  federally  assisted  under- 

20  taking  in  the  lands  and  waters  within,  adjacent  to  or  related 

21  to  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  established  by  section  202 

22  of  this  title,  and  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or 

23  interdepartmental  agency,  other  than  parties  to  such  agree- 
2,1  ]'\r  .  I  V  to  license  any  mm  .  kl  sue'n 
25  lands  and  waters  shall,  prior  to  the  approval  of  the  expendi- 
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1  turc  of  any  Federal  funds  on  the  undertaking  or  prior  to  the 

2  issuance  of  any  license,  as  the  case  may  he,  afford  the  See- 

3  relary  a  reasonable  opportunit}'  to  comment  with  regard  to 

4  such  undertaking.  Nothing  in  subsection   (c)   of  this  section 

5  shall  be  construed  as  superceding  or  limiting  the  authorities 
G  and   responsibilities  of  the  Secretary   under  the   Fish   and 

7  Wildlife    Coordination   Act,   as   amended    (60   Stat.    1080; 

8  1GU.S.C.  661-6G7e). 

9  (c)  The  Secretary  may  seek,  with  the  concurrence  of 
10  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  enter  into  bilateral  or  multilateral 
1.1  agreements  with  foreign  countries  in  order  to  provide  for  the 
.12  proieciion.   preservation,  and  enhancement  of  the  fish  and 

13  wildlife  of  International  significance. 

14  ADMINISTRATION 

15  Sec  :;0j.    (a)  (1)    The  Secretary  shall  administer  the 

16  refuges  and  (he  ranges  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
37  National  "Wildlife  Refuge  Administration  Act  of  1966,  as 
IS  amended   (SO  Stat.  927;  16  TJ.S.O.  668dd-6G8ee) ,  and  the 

19  provisions    A  this   title,   as  part   of  the   National   Wildlife 

20  Refuge  System,  The  Secretary  may  also  utilize  such  addi- 

21  tional  authorities  a-  may  be  available  to  him  for  the  manage- 

22  men!  ami  pn  Uelion  of  the  resources  within,  adjacent  to  or 

23  related  to  tin-  refuges  and  the  ramies,  including  but  not 
.  ";  ■•         :   c                                  ioi 

-■*  and  internal ionally  significant  fish  and  wildlife  species,  the 


379 


1  development  of  fish  and  wildlife-oriented  outdoor  recreation 

2  opportunities,  interpretive  education  programs  and  scientific 

3  research,  the  conservation,  protection,  restoration,  and  propa- 

4  gation  of  endangered  and  threatened  species,  and  the  prcscr- 

5  vatioii  of  cultural,  historical,  and  archeological  resources. 

6  (2)    The  Tlliamna  National  Resource  Range  shall  he 

7  administered  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Sys- 

8  tern  pursuant  to  paragraph    (1)    of  this  subsection  and  in 

9  accordance  with  plans,  to  he  developed  by  the  Secretary, 

10  which  will  permit  activities,  in  accordance  with  the  principles 

11  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  which  the  Secretary 

12  determines  will  not  significantly  impair  the  nationally  and 

13  internationally  significant  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the 

14  range  and  Bristol  Bay. 

15  (3)    The  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  shall  be  ad- 
1G  ministered  as  a  unit  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 

17  pursuant  to  paragraph   (1)   of  this  subsection  and  in  aecord- 

18  ance  with  plans,  to  be  developed  by  the  Secretary,  which 

19  will  provide  for  the  protection  of  the  natural  features  of  the 

20  range,  permit  appropriate  scientific  research  and  other  ac- 

21  tivities  which  will  not  significantly  impair  the  environment. 

22  For  a  period  of  twenty  years  following  the  enactment  of  this 

23  title,  any  developmental  activities  or  uses  are,  subject  to  valid 

24  cxidh  v.-     prohibited  on  the  rnn^e.  The  Secretary  shrill 

25  conduct  a  review  and  report  to  the  Congress  within  twenty 
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1  years  of  the  dale  of  enactment  of  this  title  his  findings  and 

2  recommendations  for  the  future  administration  and  manage- 

3  ment  of  the  range. 

4  (h)  (1)   The  lands  within  the  refuges  and  the  Iliamna 

5  National  Resource  Range  arc,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 

6  hereby  withdrawn  from  location,  entry,  and  patent  under 

7  the  public  land  laws  of  the  United  States,  including  all  forms 

8  of  appropriation  under  the  United  States  mining  laws,  but 

9  not  including  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  February  25,  1920, 

10  as  amended  and  supplemented    (30  U.S.C.  181-263),  ex- 

11  cept  that,  willi  respect  to  mineral  deposits  normally  subject 

12  to  location,  entry,  and  patent  pursuant  to  the  mining  laws, 

13  the  Secretary  may  issue  permits  for  the  exploration  and 

14  development  of  -aid  deposits  pursuant  to  regulations  csiab- 

15  lishinp  procedures,  terms,  and  conditions  under  which  such 

16  activity  may  be  conducted,  but  with  right  of  occupation  and 

17  use  of  only  so  much  of  the  surface  of  the  land  as  is  immedi- 

18  ately  and  directly  necessary  to  the  exploration  and  dcvelop- 

19  ment  of  said  deposits.  Aii}r  mining  claims  located  under  the 

20  mining  laws  of  the  United  States  within  the  boundaries  of 

21  those  areas  withdrawn  pursuant;  to  this  subsection,  must  be 

22  recorded  with  the  Secretary  under  regulations  established  by 

23  the  Secretary  within  one  year  after  the  effective  date  of  such 

ii  '"■  claim  not  so  recorded  ;1       ■  :•  con- 

~°  chisively  presumed  to  be  abandoned  and  shall  be  void.  Such 
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1  recordation  will  not  render  valid  any  claim  which  was  not 

2  valid  on  the  effective  date  of  this  title,  or  which  becomes  in- 

3  valid  thereafter.  Any  claim  recorded  pursuant  to  the  rcgula- 

4  lions  promulgated  under  this  subsection,  for  which  the  elaim- 

5  ant  has  not  made  application  for  a  patent  within  three  years 
G  from  the  date  of  recordation,  shall  be  presumed  to  be  in- 

7  valid  unless  the  claimant  presents  to   the  Secretary  clear 

8  evidence  of  its  validity. 

9  (2)    The   Secretary  may  administratively   cancel  any 

10  lease  or  prospecting  permit  for  violations  of  the  terms  of  the 

11  lease  or  permit  or  of  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  the  Min- 

12  oral  Leasing  Act  of  February  25,  1920,  without  regard  to 

13  the  requirements  of  section  31  of  such  Act  (30  U.S.C.  188) , 

14  after  thirty  days'  notice  to  the  lessee  or  permittee  and  failure 

15  of  the  lessee  or  TXTinittcc  to  correct  the  condition  giving  rise 
1^  to  the  breach. 

17  (c)  The  lands  within  the  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range 

18  are,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  withdrawn  from  loca- 

19  tion,  entry,  and  patent  under  the  public  land  laws  of  the 

20  United  Slates,  including  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the 

21  mining  lows  of  the  United  States  and  from  the  operation  of 

22  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  February  25,  1920,  as  amended 

23  and  supplemented. 


may  onierwisc  i>e  pi 


-t}     or  State  law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  the  continuation  of 
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1  such  subsistence  uses  of  the  fish.,  wildlife,  and  plant  resources 

2  within  the  refuges  and  the  ranges  to  the  extent  that  such  uses 

3  were  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Alaska  Native 

4  Claims  Settlement  Act.  Such  uses  shall  continue  unless  the 

5  Secretary  determines  that  particular  uses  are  materially  and 
G  negatively  affecting  the  fish,  wildlife,  or  plant  resources  x>f 

7  the  refuges  and  the  ranges:  Provided,  That,  for  such  rea- 

8  sons  as  public  safety,  administration,  fish  and  wildlife  man- 

9  agement,  or  public  use  and  enjoyment,  the  Secretary  may, 

10  by  regulation,  prescribe  conditions  under  which  such  sub- 

11  sistence  uses  shall  be  conducted  including,  but  not  limited 

12  to,  prohibitions  on  taking,  the  establishment  of  limits  on  the 

13  number  and  type  of  resources  taken,  and  the  season  when 
1-1  and  area  within  the  refuges  and  the  ranges  where  sub  Isi- 

15  cnee  activities  can  be  undertaken.  Regulations  promulgated 

16  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  put  into  effect  only  after 
IT  consultation  with  the  appropriate  fish  and  game  agency  of 

18  tbc  State  of  Alaska. 

19  WILDERNESS   REVIEW 

20  Sec.  200.   (a)   Within  three  years  from  the  date  of  cm 

21  actment  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall  report  to  Ihe  IVosi- 

22  dent,  in  accordance  with  subsections  8  (c)   and  3(d)    of    he 
2:3  Wilderness  Act   (78  Stat.  890;  10  I'.S.C.  1132    (e)    and 

mi  Li     !at!     •;  as  to  tl  I  ilifv 

25  ability  of  any  area  within  the  refuges  and  the  Iliainna  Xn- 
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1  tional  Resource  Range  for  preservation  as  wilderness,  and 

2  any  designation  of  any  such  areas  as  wilderness  shall  he  ac- 

3  complished  in  accordance  with  said  subsections  of  the  Wilder- 

4  ness  Act,  except  that  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  that  por- 

5  tion  of  the  Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife  Refuge  designated  as 

6  wilderness  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  October  23,    1970    (84 

7  Stat.  1104;  1G  U.S.C.  1132  note).  Notwithstanding  any- 

8  thing  to  the  contrary  in  the  Wilderness  Act,  the  Secretary 

9  shall,  with  respect  to  any  existing  refuge  added  to  the  rcfu- 

10  ges  herein  established  by  paragraphs    (1)  (D),    (2),  mid 

11  (8)  of  section  202  (a)  of  this  title,  report  to  the  President  his 

12  recommendations  as  to  the  suitability  of  any  area  within  the 

13  entire  refuge  within  three  }7ears  from  the  date  of  enactment 

14  of  this  title. 

15  (b)  With  regard  to  the  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range 

16  such  a  wilderness  report  as  is  required  hi  subsection   (a)   of 

17  this  section  shall  be  included  in  the  Secretary's  report  io  the 

18  Congress  pursuant  to  section  205(a)  (3)    of  this  title. 

19  Part  C— Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

20  Sec.  207.    (a)    Section  3(a)    of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 

21  Rivers  Act   (82  Stat.  007)   as  amended    (10  U.S.C.   1274 

22  (a)),   is  further  amended   by  adding   the   following   now 

23  paragraphs. 

24  «    .  Atagnak,  Alaska.— Ti      ■/'>•—'-     - ' v 

25  the  boundary  of  the  Iliamna  National  Resource  Range 
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1  from  a  point  approximately  eight  miles  below  its  source, 

2  to  a  point  twenty  miles  above  the  mouth,  including  the 

3  Nonvianuk  River,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary 

4  of  the  Interior; 

5  "    .   Andeeafsky,   Alaska.— From   its   source, 

6  including  all  headwaters,  downstream  for  two  hundred 

7  and  forty  miles,  including  the  East  Fork,  all  within  the 

8  boundary  of  the  Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 

9  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior; 

10  "    .  Ivishak,  Alaska. — From  its  source,  includ- 

11  in£  all  headwaters  and  an  unnamed  tributary  to  Porcu- 

12  pine  Lake,  downstream  to  a  point  near  Flood  Creek,   .11 

13  within  the  boundary  of  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 

14  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 

15  "    .  Kanektok,  Alaska.— The  entire  river  within 

16  the    boundary    of    Togiak    National    Wildlife    Refuge, 

17  Kagati  Lake  to  a  point  sixteen  miles  above  the  mouth, 

18  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior; 

19  "    .  Noatak,  Alaska.— From  the  east  boundary 

20  of  the  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  to  its  confluence 

21  with  the  Kelly  River,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secre- 

22  tary  of  the  Interior;  and 

23  "    .  Wind,  Alaska.— From  its  source,  including 

•  -      ■  !  ■        in  [1      "    fary 

25  T13S,    downstream    for    sixty-five    miles,    within    the 
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1  boundaries  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  to  be 

2  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.''* 

3  (b)  The  river  segments  designated  in  subsection  (a)  of 

4  this  section  are  hereby  classified  and  designated  and  shall  be 

5  administered  as  wild  river  areas. 

6  (c)   Notwithstanding  any  provisions  to  the  contrary  of 

7  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Elvers  Act   (82  Stat.  907;  1G  U.S.C. 

8  1271)    the  boundaries  of  the  river  segments  referred  to  in 

9  subsection   (a)    of  this  section  may  include  an  area  extend- 

10  ing  up  to  two  miles  from  the  mean  high  water  level  on  either 

11  side  of  the  river  segments.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 

12  of  section  3(b)    of  such  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 

13  boundaries  for  the  river  segments  referred  to  in  subsection 

14  (a)   of  this  section  within  three  years  after  the  date  of  en- 

15  nctment  of  this  title. 

16  (d)   The  provisions  of  section  G  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 

17  Rivers  Act  shall  not  apply  to  the  river  segments  referred  to 

18  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

1 9  PAKT  D— R  EG  ULATTOX  S 

20  Sec.  208.   (a)   The  Secretary  may  issue  such  rules  and 

21  regulations  as  muy  be  necessary  to  cany  out  the  provisions 

22  of  this  title. 

23  (b)   Any  regulations  heretofore  prescribed  by  the  See- 

24  reiai'v  for  nnv  existing'  refuse  added  to  *]\c  vcfnn      h* 

25  established  as  referred  to  in  paragraphs    (1),    (2),    (C), 
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1  (7),  and   (8)    of  section  202(a)    of  this  title  shall  remain 

2  in  effect  until  republished  in  total  or  in  part  by  the  Secretary. 

3  Part  E — Appropriation  Authorization 

4  Sec.  209.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 

5  a  ted  such  sums  as  may  be  nccessarj'  to  carry  out  the  provi- 

6  sions  of  this  title. 

7  TITLE  Til— NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 

8  NEW  ALASKA  NATIONAL  FORESTS 

9  Sec.  301.  For  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  protec- 

10  tion,  conservation,  and  management  of  the  multiple  resource 

11  values  of  certain  public  lands  in  the  State  of  Alaska  as  part 

12  of  the  National  Forest  System,  the  areas  described  in  subsec- 

13  lions   (a)   through   (c)   of  this  section,  as  generally  depicted 

14  on  maps  appropriately  referenced,  dated  December  1973,  and 

15  on  file  ana  available  for  public  inspection  in  the  Office  of  the 

16  (Jl lief,  Forest  Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  are  hereby 

17  established    as   the   Wrangcll   Mountains,    Porcupine,    and 

18  Yukon-Ivuskokvrim     National    Forests,    respectively.    The 

19  Wrangell    Mountains,    Porcupine,    and    Yukon-Kuskokwim 

20  National    [forests  shall,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  be 

21  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  accordance 

22  with  the  laws,  rules,  and  regulations  applicable  to  the  na- 

23  tional  fi  1 1 

2 !  ■        Tl  c  Porcupine  National  Forest  shall  include  the 

2-3  area  geiu  v-,\  \y  depicted  on  a  map  entitled,    X'roj        .  I  ircii 
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1  pine  National  Forest",  comprising  approximately  5.5  million 

2  acres. 

3  (b)    The  Wrangcll  Mountains  National  Forest   shall 

4  include  the  area  generally  depicted  on  a  map  entitled,  "Pro- 

5  posed  Wrangcll   Mountains   National  Forest",    comprising 

6  approximately  5.5  million  acres. 

7  (c)    The  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest  shall  in- 

8  elude  the  area  generally  depicted  on  a  map  entitled,  "Pro- 

9  posed  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest",  comprising  ap- 

10  proximately  7.3  million  acres. 

11  ADDITION  TO  CHUGACH  NATIONAL  FOREST 

12  Sec.  302.  Within  sixty  days  following  enactment  of  this 

13  title,  ihe  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  by  public  land  order, 

14  provide  for  addition  to  the  Chugach  National  Forest  of  the 

15  area  comprising  approximately  five  hundred  thousand  acres 

16  general^  depicted  on  a  map  entitled  "Proposed  Chugach 

17  National  Forest  Addition"  which  is  on  file  and  available  for 

18  public  inspection  in  the  Office  of  the  Chief,  Forest  Service, 

19  Department  of  Agriculture.  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 

20  the  Chugach  National  Forest  Addition  shall  be  administered 

21  as  a  part  of  the  Chugach  National  Forest  in  accordance  with 

22  the  laws,  rule.-,  arid  regulations  applicable  to  national  forests. 

23  WILD  AND  SCENIC  EIVE11S  WITHIN  ALASKA  NATIONAL 

24  FOPF.STS 

25  Sec.  303.    (a)    Section  3(a)    of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
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1  Rivers  Act  (82  Stat.  907,  16  U.S.O.  1274  (a)  ) ,  as  amended 

2  is  further  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

3  "    .  Bebmneh,  Alaska. — The  entire  river,  from  its 

4  origin  to  its  confluence  with  the  Copper  River,  to  be  admin- 

5  istered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

6  "    .  Nowitna,  Alaska. — The  segment  from  the  point 

7  where  the  river  crosses  the  west  boundary  of  section  6,  town- 

8  ship  17  south,  range  22  east,  Fairbanks  principal  merdidian, 

9  downstream  to  its  confluence  with  the  Yukon  River,  to  be 

10  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

11  "    .   Porcupine,  Alaska.— The  segment  from  the 

12  Canadian  border  downstream  to  the  point  where  the  river 

13  crosses  the  north  boundary  of  section  2,  township  23  north, 

14  range  18  east,  Fairbanks  principal  meridian,  to  be  adminis- 

15  tered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1G  "    .  Siieenjek,  Alaska. — The  segment  from  the  point 

17  where  the  river  crosses  the  north  boundary  of  section  1, 

18  township  32  north,  range  1G  east,  Fairbanks  principal  me- 

19  ridian,   downstream  to   its   confluence  with   the   Porcupine 

20  River,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture." 

21  (b)  The  Bremner  and  Shccnjek  River  segments  desig- 

22  rmted  in  subsection   (a)   of  this  section  are  hereby  classified 

23  and  designated  and  shall  be  administered  as  wild  river  areas. 

•■  iNowirna  JJivcr  semn  cuts  designated  in 
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1  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  arc  hereby  classified  and  desig- 

2  nated  and  shall  be  administered  as  scenic  river  areas. 

3  (c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  3  (b) 

4  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (82  Stat.  007,  1G  U.S.C. 

5  1274(b)),    the    Secretary    of    Agriculture    shall    establish 

6  boundaries  for  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  referred  to  in  sec- 

7  tion  303  of  this  title   within  three  years  after  the  date  of 

8  enactment  of  this  title. 

9  Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall,  as  soon  as 

10  practicable  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  publish 

11  in  the  Federal  Register  a  detailed  description  and  map  show- 

12  hig  the  boundaries  of  the  Wrangell  Mountains,  Porcupine, 

13  and  Yukon-Kiiskokwim  National  Forests,  and  the  addition 
1-1  to  the  Ghiii    '•;!  .National  Forest. 

15  Sec.  '.  -  ' .  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 

16  ated  such  surm  as  m^y  be  necessary  to  cany  out  the  provi- 

17  sions  of  this  title. 

18  TITLE  IV—ADDITIOXS  TO  NATIONAL  WILD  AND 

19  SCENIC  RIVL:I1S  SYSTEM  LOCATED  OUTSIDE 

20  NATIONAL     PARKS,     NATIONAL     WILDLIFE 

21  REFUGES;  AND  NATIONAL  FORESTS 

22  DESIGNATION 

23  Sec,  dOi.  S  c-tion  3(a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
21  Act  (82  Si  f.  007  K  n*  amended  (in  TJ.S.O.  1774(h)), 
25  is  further  amended  b}'  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs: 
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1  "    .  Beaver  Creek,  Alaska. — The  segment  of  the 

2  main  stem  from  the  vicinity  of  the  confluence  of  Bear  and 

3  Champion  Creeks  downstream  one  hundred  and  thirty-five 

4  miles  to  a  point  approximately  fifteen  miles   downstream 

5  from  the  mouth  of  Victoria  Creek,  the  segment  not  to  cx- 
q  cecd  two  hundred  thousand  acres;  to  he  administered  by  the 

7  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

8  "    .  Biech  Greek,  Alaska.— The  segment  of  the  main 

9  stem  from  the  vicinity  of  the  confluence  of  North  Fork 
10  downstream  one  hundred  and  thirty-five  miles  to  the  vicinity 
H  of  JumpofI  Creek,  the  segment  not  to  exceed  two  hundred 

12  thousand  acres;  to  he  administered  by  the  Secretary  of    he 

13  Interior. 

14  "    .  Fortymile,  Alaska.— The  main  stem  within  :ue 

15  State   of  Alaska;   O'Brien   Creek;   South   Fork;   Napoleon 
1G  Creek;  Franklin  Creek;  Uhler  Creek,  Walker  Fork  down- 

17  stream  from  the  confluence  of  Liberty  Creek;  Wade  Ciceli; 

18  Mosquito  Fork  downstream  from  the  vicinity  of  Keel  um- 

19  stuk;  West  Fork  Dennison  Fork  downstream  from  tli.  eon- 

20  fluence  of  Bogging  Cabin  Creek;  Dennison  Fork  do.  n-         n 

21  from  the  confluence  of  West  Fork  Dennison  Fork;  L<    ■'in.c 

22  Cabin  Creek;  North  Fork;  Hutchinson  Creek;   Champ]  n 

23  Creek;  the  Middle  Fork  downstream  from   the  confluent 
•"'  ■•"    '        "    Creek:  a    !  .Iwh  Creek      ■ 
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1  exceed  three  hundred  and  twenty  thousand  acres;  to  he  ad- 

2  ministered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

3  "    .  Unalakleet,  Alaska. — The  segment  of  the  main 

4  stem  beginning  at  150  degrees  21  minutes  0G.15G  seconds 

5  west  longitude  approximately  six  miles  from  the  headwaters 
o"  extending  downstream  sixty  miles  to  1G0  degrees  19  min- 

7  utes  J  5.031  seconds  west  longitude  in  the  vicinity  of  con- 

8  fluence  of  the  Chiroskey  River,  the  segment  not  to  exceed 

9  one  hundred  and  four  thousand  acres;  to  he  administered 

10  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior." 

11  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS' 

12  Sec.  402.    (a)    The  Beaver  Creek,  Birch  Creek,  and 

13  Unalakleet  components,  as  well  as  Mosquito  Fork,   dowa- 

14  stream  from  the  vicinity  of  Kechumstuk  to  Ingle   Cr<  % 

15  Korth  Fork,   Champion  Creek,   Middle  Fork   downstream 
1G  from  the  confluence  of  Joseph  Creek,   and  Joseph   Creek 

17  units  of  the  Forlymile  component,  designated  in  section  -101 

18  of  this  title,  are  hereby  classified  and  designated  and  shall 

19  be  administered  a.s  wild  river  areas  pursuant  to  the  V.'il  ■   snd 

20  Scenic  Fivers  Act.  Tiie  Wade  Creek  unit  of  the  F<  rty  ;nile 

21  component  is  classified  and  designated  and  shall  be  adaim- 

22  istered  as  a  recreational  river  area,  pursuant  to  such  Aei. 

23  The  reniaining  units  of  the  Foriyniile  component  are  classi- 

25  areas,  pursuant  to  such  Act.  The  classification  as  wild  river 
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1  areas  of  certain  segments  of  the  Fortymile  by  this  subsection 

2  shall  not  preclude  such  access  across  those  river  segments 

3  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  determines  to  be  necessary 

4  to  permit  commercial  development  of  asbestos  deposits  in  the 

5  North  Fork  drainage. 

G  (b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  take  such  aciy»n 

7  as  is  provided  for  under  section  3  (b)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 

8  Rivers  Act  to  establish  detailed  boundaries  and  formulate 

9  detailed  development  and  management  plans  within  three 

10  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title  with  respect 

11  to  the  Beaver  Creek  component,   within  two  years   with 
32  respect  to  the  Birch  Creek  component,  within  one  year  with 

13  respect  to  the  Fortymile  component,  and  within  four  years 

14  with  respect  to  the  Unalaklect  component. 

15  (c)   The  provisions  of  section  401  of  this  title  speeify- 

16  ing  maximum  permissible  acreages  for  individual  components 

17  shall  supersede  amT  provisions  to  the  contrary  of  the  Wild 
it 8  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

19  (d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  9  (a  )  (iii) 

20  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  the  minerals  in  all  Ftd- 

21  oral  lands  included  in  any  component  or  part  of  a  <  on  nonenl 

22  designated  by  this  section  as  a  wild  river  area  are  hei 

23  withdrawn,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  from  all  I   'm> 

21  r'       ■  !'i:iiion  under  the  mining  laws  nnd  from  oncration  of 
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1  the  mineral  leasing  laws  including,  in  both  cases,  amend- 

2  ments  thereto. 

3  APPROPRIATION  AUTHORIZATION 

4  Sec.  403.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

5  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  title. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.     20240 


DEC  171973 


Dear  Mr.  Speaker: 

Transmitted  herewith  is  a  bill,  "To  provide  for  the  addition  of 
certain  lands  in  the  State  of  Alaska  to  the  National  Park,  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  National  Forest,  and  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Systems,  and  for  other  purposes." 

We  recommend  that  this  bill  be  referred  to  the  appropriate  Committee 
and  that  it  be  enacted. 

On  December  18,  1971 »  President  Nixon  signed  into  law  the  historic 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA)  (PL  92-203).   This 
legislation  extinguished  all  aboriginal  claims  to  land  in  Alaska 
and  in  return  provided  the  Natives  with  a  land  settlement  of  Uo 
million  acres  and  a  monetary  settlement  of  nearly  a  billion  dollars. 

In  addition,  section  17(d)(1)  of  the  Act  authorized  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Secretary")  to  withdraw 
such  public  domain  lands  as  he  thought  advisable  to  ensure  that  the 
public  interest  in  them  is  properly  protected. 


Section  17(d)(2)  of  the  Act  authorized  the  Secretary  to  withdra 
80  million  acres  of  land  to  be  studied  for  possible  addition  to 
National  Park,  Forest,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Riv 
Systems.  Section  17(d)  (.2)  also  required  all  legislative  propoc 
coming  from  such  studies  to  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  within 
years,  by  December  18,  1973,  and  provided  that  Congress  would  h 
five  years  to  act  following  receipt  of  the  legislation.  During 
period  lands  in  those  proposals  withdrawn  under  17(d)(2)  would 
be  subject  to  appropriation  under  the  public  land  lavs.  The  b:> 
transmitted  with  this  letter  constitutes  the  legislative  propos 
pursuant  to  that  authority. 
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The  process  of  developing  the  proposals  began  in  Junuuiy  of  3972  with 
the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the  National  Park 
Service  concentrating  on  the  identification  of  their  "areas  of  Interest" 
in  Alaska  without  regard  to  management  Jurisdiction. 

During  February  1972  these  two  agencies  screened  the  "areas  of  interest" 
to  identify  the  specific  areas  that  warranted  detailed  on-the-ground 
study  for  possible  addition  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Park 
Systems.   These  particular  areas  were  then  reviewed  within  the  Depart- 
ment to  determine  the  lands  to  be  withdrawn  in  March  of  1972  'under 
the  17(d)(1)  and  17(d)  (2)  provisions  of  the  Act.   The  March  with- 
drawal also  recognised  certain  river  areas  that  warranted  study 
for  possible  addition  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.   In  addition, 
additional  acreage  from  which  the  Natives  were  to  select  some  of  the 
land  to  which  they  were  entitled  was  withdrawn. 

During  the  summer  of  1972  the  National  Park  Service,  Bureau  of  Outdoor 
Recreation,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  Forest  Service 
conducted  detailed  studies  of  the  withdrawn  lands. 

In  August  of  1972,  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission, 
a  commission  created  by  the  ANCSA  to  advise  the  Federal  and  State 
governments,  provided  its  recommendations  for  the  final  17(d)(2)  with- 
drawals to  be  made  in  September.   On  September  17  the  final  17(d)(2) 
withdrawals  of  79.3  million  acres  were  made.   The  withdrawals  reflected 
negotiations  with  certain  of  the  Native  Regional  Corporations.   Sub- 
sequent adjustments  have  also  been  made  in  native  deficiency  withdrawals , 
after  consultation  with  the  Natives. 

During  the  remainder  of  1972  and  early  1973  the  agencies  refined  their 
studies  on  the  D-2  and  the  related  D-l  lands. 

During  May  and  June  of  1973  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  held  over  30  hearings  in  Alaska  and  four  hearings  in  the 
Lower  hQ   States  to  obtain  comments  from  the  public  concerning  use 
potentials  for  the  17(d)(2)  lands.   The  testimony  from  these  hearings, 
as  well  as  specific  recommendations  submitted  by  the  Commission  re- 
garding 17(d)(2)  withdrawals,  were  all  considered  in  developing  final 
recommendations . 
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The  decisions  on  additions  to  the  National  Park,  Refuge,  Forest  and 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Systems  have  not  "been  easy  to  make.     Alaska 
is   a  vast  land  with  a  great  variety  of  resource  values,  many  of  which 
are  of  national   and  international  importance.      It   contains   great  mineral, 
oil,   and  forest  resources,   a  wide  variety  of  ecosystems,   outstanding 
archeological  artifacts,   and  some  of  the  most  magnificent  scenery   in 
the  world.      It  is   the  only  place  in  the  United  States  where  Native 
people  are  living  on  the  land  on  a  subsistence  basis. 

In  the  proposed  legislation,   we  have  taken  into  account  the  special 
characteristics   of  Alaska  and  ve  have-  used  several  new  aooroaches 
which  we  believe   are  particularly  suited  to  Alaska,     i'or  example,  we 
are  proposing  joint  management  of  resources  by  two  or  more  federal 
bureaus  in  several  instances,  because  the  resources   of  the  areas   seem 
to  require  this   joint  approach.     The  Chukchi-Imuruk  National  Reserve 
and  the  two  southern  units   of  the  Harding  Ice  Field-Kenai  Fjords 
National  Monument,  which  have  both  park-quality  resources   and  high 
fish  and  wildlife  values,  will  be  administered  jointly  by  the  Nations! 
Park  Service  and  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife.     Hi  arena 
National  Resource  Range  will  be  administered  as   a  unit  of  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System  and  will  also  be  administered  to  permit 
multiple-use  activities    compatible  with  the  Bristol  Bay  fishery 
resource,      The  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  will  be  jointly  managed 
by  the  Bureau  of  Gporc   Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  to  provide   for  protection  of  the  natural  features 
of  the  area  and  for  scientific   research. 

We  intend  to  negotiate   cooperative   agreements  where  possible  with  the 
owners   of  adjacent   lands   including  federal   agencies,   state   and  local 
governments,    and  private  persons,  including  native   corporations,   as 
well  as   foreign  nations,  provided  the  Secretary  of  State  concurs.      The 
agreements  would  have  as   their  purpose  assuring  that  these  adjacent 
areas  will  ho  maimed,   insofar  as  possible,   in  a  manner  consistent  with 
preservation  of  the  perk  system  and  refuge  system  units.     The  maps  re- 
ferred to  in  the  proposed  legislation   show  certain  areas   adjacent   to 
park  and  refuge  units   designated  as    "areas   of  ecological  concern";   we 
will  make  particular  efforts   to  conclude  cooperative   agreements  with 
respect  to  these  areas.      Government  agencies   licensing,   funding,   or 
carrying  out  undertakings   on  adjacent  lands,   unless   they  are  parties 
to  a  cooperative   agreement,   would  be  required  by  our  proposal  to 
offer~the  Secretary  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  comment  on  their 
undertakings. 
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We  have  also  provided  for  subsistence  use  of  fish,  wildlife  and  plant 
resources  in  recognititon  of  the  established  subsistence  hunting 
practices  in  Alaska,  on  both  national  park  and  refuge  system  areas. 
The  need  for  a  subsistence  use  provision  is  unique  to  Alaska,  where 
members  of  the  Native  population  are  living  on  a  subsistence  basis. 

We  recognize  in  submitting  these  proposals  to  the  Congress  that  furthe: 
information  is  needed  before  decisions  can  be  reached  on  some  issues. 
As  Alaska  continues  to  develop,  there  will  be  a  need  for  rights  of  war 
and  corridors  to  adequately  accomodate  transportation  and  utility  re- 
quirements. However,  the  information  on  these  needs  is  not  fully 
developed  at  this  time  and  therefore  decisions  cannot  be  made  before 
the  December  18,  1973  deadline  for  submitting  17(d)(2)  legislative 
proposals  to  Congress.  We  plan  to  work  with  the  Congress  and  the  Stat; 
of  Alaska  in  determining  what  these  needs  are  and  how  they  can  be  met. 
We  plan  to  keep  our  proposals  and  their  resources  under  continuing 
study  to  determine  if  any  subsequent  changes  in  boundaries  or  uses 
are  necessary.   If  such  changes  are  determined  to  be  necessary,  they 
will  be  referred  to  the  Congress  for  appropriate  action. 

The  following  pages  deal  with  specific  proposals  in  detail.   The  legis- 
lation has  been  divided  into  four  titles:   l)  National  Park  System, 
2)  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  3)  National  Forest  System,  and 
lj)  Wild  and  Scenic-  Rivers  System  additions  which  are  not  located  in 
any  of  the  above  three  systems.  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  pro- 
posals are  also  found' in  the  first  three  titles,  in  cases  in  which 
the  river  runs  through  a  national  park,  refuge,  or  forest  system 
area. 

We  are  proposing  to  add  acreage  to  two  existing  national  park  system 
areas,  and  to  create  nine  new  park  areas,  as  follows: 


1.  Mt.  McKinley  National  Park  (additions) 

2.  Katmai  National  Park  (additions) 

3.  Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument 

h.     Harding  Ice  Fic-ld-Kenai  Fjords  National  Monument 

5.  Cape  Krusenstern  National  Monument 

6.  Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument 

7.  Lake  Clark  National  Park 

8.  Wrangell-St.  Nlias  National  Park 

9.  Gates  of  tne  Arctic  National  Park 

10.  Yukon-Charley  National  Rivers 

11.  ChuKchi-Inuruk  National  Reserve 


3»l8  millio: 
1.87 

.kh 

.30 

.35 
1.85 
2.6l 
8.6*; 
8.36 
1.97 
2.69 

32.2c7  sub  tot-: 
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We  are  proposing  nine  new  additions  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
System: 

1.  Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuges  ,07  million  acres 

2.  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  3«7b 

3.  Iliamna  National  Resource  Range 
k.  Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

5.  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range 

6.  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuse 

7.  Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

8.  Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

9.  Yukon  Flats  National  Refuge 

31*59  subtotal 

We  are  proposing  establishment  of  three  nev  national  forest  system 
areas,  and  additions  to  a  fourth  existing  area: 

1.  Porcupine  National  Forest  5«50  million  acres 

2.  Wrangell  Mountains   National  Forest  5»50 

3.  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest  7*30 
k.  Chugach  National  Forest   (additions)  .5,0, 

18.60  subtotal 

We  are  proposing  six  additions  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  which  are  located  entirely  within  park  system  areas,  five  located 
entirely  within  refuge  system  areas,  one  which  flows  thro\:gh  both  a  park 
and  a  refuge  system  area  and  four  located  entirely  within  forest  system 
areas.  In  addition,  we  are  proposing  four  components  not  located  on 
park,  refuge  or  forest  system  lands: 

1.  Beaver  Creek  .20  million  acres 

2.  Birch  Creek  .20 

3.  Fortymile  932 
k,  Unalakleet  ,ip_ 

".82 

The  total  acreage  added  is  83.^7  million  acres. 
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National  Park  System 

Administration 

Title  I  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  add  additional  acreage  to 
two  existing  parks  and  monuments  and  create  nine  new  units  of  the 
National  Park  System.   Administration  of  these  areas  will  he  under 
the  authority  of  Act  of  August  25,  19 16  (39  Stat.  535  et  sea.) 
as  amended  and  supplemented  (l6  U.S.C.  1,  et  seq . ) .   Chukchi-Inuruk 
National  Reserve  and  the  two  southern  units  of  the  Harding  Ice 
Field-Kenai  Fjords  National  Monument  will  he  managed  Jointly  by 
the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
V/ildlife  pursuant  to  a  cooperative  agreement,  me  otner  areas  wijll 
be  managed  entirely  by  the  National  Park  Service.  Lands  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  added  and  new  areas  may  be  acquired  by  purchase, 
donation,  or  exchange;  except  that  lands  owned  by  the  State  or 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State  may  be  acquired  only  by  donation 
or  exchange,  and  property  owned  by  a  native  village  or  corporation 
may  be  acquired  only  with  the  concurrence  of  the  owner.  Minor 
boundary  changes  may  be  made,  after  notice  requirements  are  met, 
including  notice  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committees. 
Administrative  sites  located  outside  the  park  system  area  boundaries 
mey  be  added  to  the  areas  and  included  within  the  boundaries  after 
notice  requirements  are  met,  but  the  sites  may  not  exceed  80  acres 
for  any  one  park  system  area. 

Mining  and  Mineral  Leasing 

The  federal  lands  within  the  boundaries  of  the  areas  added  to  existing 
units  or  established  by  the  title  are  withdrawn,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights,  from  location,  entry  and  patent  under  the  public  lands 
laws,  including  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the  United  States 
mining  laws,  and  from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  lavs.   This 
withdrawal  also  applies  to  areas  presently  within  Mount  McKinley 
National  Park-   Since  lands  within  the  existing  Katmai  National  Monument 
arc  already  withdrawn,  no  reference  is  made  to  them  in  the  legislation. 
A  one  year  limit  is  established  during  which  all  mining  clair.3  must 
be  recorded;  an  application  for  patent  must  be  made  within  three  years 
of  recordation,  or  the  claim  will  be  presumed  invalid. 

An  exception  to  these  withdrawals  is  made  to  allow  mineral  leasing  in 
the  Yukon  River  watershed  of  the  Yukon-Charley  National  River-,  other 
than  the  Charley  River;  these  lands  are  not  withdrawn  fron  operation 
of  the  mineral  leasing  laws  and  are  specifically  made  subject  to  the 
Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  except  that  provision  is  made  for  admin- 
istrative cancelling  of  leases  and  permits  for  violations  of  the  terms 
of  leases  and  permits  or  regulations.  These  lands  are  withdrawn  from 

of  the  types  subject  to  tne  mining  laws  may  be  removed  u..-^.  -  pcrii* 
system  provided  for  in  subsection  106(b). 
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Sport  Hurting 

Sport  hunting  will  be  permitted  in  specified  townships  of  Aniakchak 
Caldera  National  Monument  and  in  Lake  Clark  National  Park,  Wrangell- 
St.  Elias  national  Park,  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park, 
Chukchi- Imuruk  2'ational  Reserve,  and  Yukon-Charley  National  Pavers, 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.   Sport 
hunting  nay  not  take  place,  however,  if  prohibited  by  state  or  fed- 
eral lav.   The  Secretary  nay  establish  limits  on  numbers  and  types 
of  species  taken  and  manner  of  taking,  and  may  prohibit  taking;  he 
may  also  designate  zones  where,  and  periods  when,  no  sport  hunting 
will  be  permitted  for  reasons  of  public  safety,  administration,  fish 
and  wildlife  management,  or  public  use  or  enjoyments   Regulations 
except  in  emergencies,  are  to  be  put  into  effect  only  after  consul- 
tation with  the  appropriate  fish  and  game  agency  of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

The  proposal  requires  a  report  to  the  Congress  at  specified  intervals 
on  the  effect  of  ell  hunting,  fishing  and  trapping,  including  sub- 
sistence uses,  on  the  flora  and  fauna  of  the  areas  added  to  existing 
units  or  established  by  the  title. 

Subsistence  Uses 

Except  as  otherwise  prohibited  by  state  or  federal  law,  subsistence 
uses  of  fish,  wildlife  and  plant  resources  will  continue  within  the 
areas  added  to  existing  park  system  units  or  established  as  new  units, 
to  the  extent  that  such  uses  were  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  AIICSA,  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  uses  would  materially 
and  negative!;/  affect  the  fish,  wildlife  or  plant  resources  of  such 
areas.   Trie  Secretary  may  prescribe  conditions  under  which  subsistence 
uses  shall  be  conducted,  and  may  prohibit  takings  altogether.   Regu- 
lations on  subsistence  uses  are  to  be  promulgated  after  consultation 
with  the  appropriate  fish  and  game  agency  of  the  state. 

Cooperative  Agreements 


The  Secretary  is  specifically  authorized  to  enter  into  cooperative 
agreements  with  federal  agency  heads  and  owners  of  land  within,  adjacent 
to,  or  related  to  the  park  system  areas  added  to  existing  units  or   esta: 
lished  by  the  title.   The  agreements  may  be  made,  for  example,  with  fec^ 
agencies,  state  or  ]ocal  governments,  native  corporations,  villages 
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or  groups,  and  foreign  governments t   vith  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  or  State.   The  agreements  would  be  drafted  to  ensure 
management  of  the  areas  subject  to  the  agreement  in  a  manner 
consistent  vith  preservation  of  the  park  system  areas.   They  cou3d 
also  provide  for  access  by  the  park  visitors  to  and  across  the  lands. 
A  provision  similar  to  section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966  is  included  in  the  legislation,  requiring  agencies  licensing, 
funding  or  carrying  out  projects  or  other  undertakings  in  the  areas 
within,  related  to  or  adjacent  to  park  system  areas  to  give  the 
Secretary  opportunity  to  comment  on  such  undertakings;  federal 
agencies  which  are  parties  to  cooperative  agreements  with  respect 
to  the  particular  park  system  area  are  exempted  from  this  requirement 
since  such  reporting  requirements  could  be  included  in  the  agreement. 

Wilderness  Review 

With  respect  to  the  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  established  by 
the  title,  the  Secretary  has  3  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  to 
report  his  recommendations  for  wilderness  designation,  in  accordance 
vith  subsections  3(c)  and  3(d)  of  the  Wilderness  Act.   The  wilderness 
recommendation  for  the  existing  i-!ount  McKinley  National  Park  must 
also  be  made  within  3  years,  from  date  of  enactment. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  Components 

Seven  river  components  —  Alatna,  Aniakchak,  Charley,  Killik^  Iloatak, 
Salmon  and  Tinayguk  --  are  added  to  the  vild  and  scenic  rivers  system 
by  title  I.   Studies  of  these  rivers  have  been  completed  which  are  the 
equivalent  of  the  studies  carried  out  on  rivers  designated  under 
section  5(a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1276(a)). 
We  are  therefore  recommending  addition  of  these  rivers  directly  to 
the  system,  rather  than  inclusion  on  the  5(2.)  study  list.   All  seven 
rivers  are  classified  as  vild  rivers  and  are  to  be  administere.i  as 
wild  rivers  pursuant  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.   The  rivers 
are  exempted  fro:.-,  the  requirements  of  3(b)  of  establishing  detailed 
boundaries,  preparing  development  plans,  and  classifying  as  vild, 
scenic  or  recreational  rivers.   They  are  also  exempted  from  the 
duplicative  and  potentially  conflicting  acquisition  provisions  of 
section  5  of  the  Act  and  fish  and  wildlife  provisions  of  section 
13(a)  of  the  Act. 
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Specific  /--reas 

Descriptions  of  specific  areas  and  specific  legislative  provisions 
applying  to  these  areas  follow: 

!•  Mount  M??rinley  Katicna."1  Park  Additions.   Mount  McKinley  national 
Park  was  established  in  191T«   This  proposal  vill  add  approximately 
3.l8  million  acres  to  the  present  park,  which  now  includes  about-  2 
million  acres,   About  half  of  the  additions  are  to  the  north  of  the 
existing  park,  and  constitute  critical  wolf,  sheep,  moose  and  caribou 
range  necessary  to  ensure  the  continued  viability  of  the  ecosystem 
of  the  Mount  McKinley  area,   The  area  also  has  important  waterfowl  vaj 
The  remaining  half  of  the  added  acreage  is  to  the  south  of  the  park. 
It  includes  part  of  the  Mount  McKinley  mountain  massif  not  now  within 
the  park,  spectacular  glacial  systems,  and  the  intricately  dissected, 
awesomely  beautiful  Cathedral  Spires.   Lowland  areas  in  the  southern 
portion  will  provide  eeologic  diversity  for  the  park  and  opportunity 
for  recreational  use  and  access.   The  added  areas  will  be  managed  as 
natural  areas  with  the  primary  objectives  of  preserving  the  large 
maiinal  ecosystem  and  the  scenic  beauty  of  the  area;  development  will 
be  minimal,  with  emphasis  on  the  recreation  potential  of  the  area 
in  its  natural  condition,   headquarters  will  be  relocated  from  Its 
present  site  north  of   the  Alaska  Range  to  the  south  side  of  the  range, 

A  cooperative  planning  and  management  zone,  adjacent  to  the  south 
and  east  boundaries  of  the  expanded  park,  has  been  designated  on  the 
maps  referred  to  in  the  legislation.   This  area  encompasses  the  thres- 
hold lands  to  Mount  McKinley.   Within  3  years  from  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  title,  the  Secretary  will  be  required  to  submit  a  report 
to  the  Congress  en  whether  land-use  controls  needed  for  proper  pro- 
tection of  the  park  have  been  instituted  by  the  State  and  local  gover: 
ments  with  respect  to  this  zone.   Comments  of  the  Governor  and  the 
Joint  Federal-State  Lan  i  Use  Planning  Commission  will  be  solicited  :;-v 
submitted  to  Congress  as  we  3d. 

2.   hat: -ai  Krtipr.al  ?.■:■}:.   Katmai  Kational  Monument  was  established 
in  1913  by  Krjsi.ler.tial  Proclamation,  and  subsequently  enlarged  to 
acout  2.5  million  acres.   The  legislation  would  add  1.37  million  acre: 
to  the  monument  and  redesignate  it  as  a  national  park.   The  national 
monument,  which  is  legated  on  the  upper  Alaska  Peninsula,  was  original 
establishes  to  preserve  a  scenic  region  containing  an  area  devaste  :  :: 
1912  by  volcanic  eruption  and  ash  deposition. 
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The  proposed  expanded  park  will   include   the  headwaters   of  all  water- 
sheds  draining  through  the  present  monument.      Inclusion  of  the 
headwater-  will  help  aasure  preservation   of  the   sockeye(red)    salmon 
spawning  and  nursery  waters    in  these  headwaters.      The  park  would 
also   include   a  protected  area  sufficiently  large   to   include  an 
unhunted,    self-perpetuating  population   of  the  giant  Alaskan  brown 
bear,      Toe   southern  portion   of  the  park  will    include   a  representa- 
tive portion  of  the  Bristol   Boy   lowland  tundra,    the  only  representa- 
tive of  this   land  for  in  type  in  the  national  park  system.      P'atmai   will 
continue   to  be  managed  as   a  natural  category  area  with  the  primary 
objective    of  insuring  maximum  retention  of  land  and  wildlife   in   ;  ; 
near  as   possible  to   their  natural   state.     Hunting,    trapping,    and 
commercial   fishing  will   not   be   allowed. 

3.      Aniakchak  Caldera  national    Monument.      Tne  proposed  Aniakchak 
Caldera  National  Monument,   which  will   include   approximately  1*1*0,000 
acres,    lies   on  the  Alaska  Peninsula  approximately  550  air  miles   south 
of  Anchorage.      The   20-square  mile  Aniakchak  Caldera  is   one   of  the 
world's  greatest   dry  volcanic   caldera   (craters),    and  contains  many 
examples   of  volcanic    activity,   including  lava  flows,   cinder  ccr.es,    a 
lava  plug,   warm  springs,   explosion  pits,   and  layers   of  volcanic    and 
sedimentary  recks   exposed  by  volcanic   action.      A  rift  running  through 
the  caldera  has   created  portals    in  the   caldera  wall;    the  eastern  port-, 
is  a  spectacular   2,000- foot   gash  through  which  the  Aniakchak  River   :"1: 
Also   included  in  the   national  monument   are   ash  fields    surrounding   the 
caldera,    tundra-covered   lowlands,    and  portions   of  the  Aleutian  Mount  a: 
Range,   and  the  Aniakchak  River.      The  Aniakchak  River   is  propose':    ■; 
legislation   for   designation   as   a  component  of  the  wild   and   scer.ij 
rivers   system  and  classification  as    a  wild  river,   pursuant   to  the  V.'il-: 
and  Scenic   Rivers  Act. 

The  rivers   and   streams   within  the  monument   support   abundant   salmon, 
trout  and  many  other   fish.      Brown  bear  and  moose  are   found  almost 
throughout   the   area,      Tne  coastal  portion  of  the  monument,    including 
cliffs    and  off-shore    islands,   harbor   sea  lions,    sea  otters,    seals, 


kt      Hardir."   ice   Field-rCer. ai   F.iords   Nations 


The  or ore 


Harding  Ice  Field- hen:..!  yjcrds  national  Monument,  consisting  of  abou" 
300,000  acres,  encompasses  two  major  elements  of  the  Alaska  scene:  : 
700-square  mile  icecap,  with  our. flowing  glaciers,  ana  a  series  of  cc: 
fjords  with  abundant  bird  ana  marine  life.  It  is  located  south  of 
Anchorage,  on  the  \'.cr.v.i  Peninsula,  about  2  1/2  hours  by  car.  Tne  r.c: 
ument   consists    of  three  units    and  provision   is  made    for   including 
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a  central  area  between  the  three  units  in  the  monument,  as  v;ell,  if 
all  or  part  of  this  area  is  not  selected  by  native  corporations  pursuant 
to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.   The  two  southern  units  of 
the  monument  will  he  administered  jointly  by  the  National  Park  Service 
and  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  pursuant  to  a  coopera- 
tive agreement . 

The  high  point  of  Harding  Ice  Field  is  5,270  feet,  numerous  glaciers 
flow  outward  from  the  icefield,  some  reaching  the  sea,  others  ending 
in  large  lakes,  or  on  bare  ground.  Cirques,  horns,  r.orains ,  nunataks, 
and  other  glacial  features  can  be  seen.   Of  the  h   major  icefields  in 
the  United  States,  Harding  has  the  most  expansive  central  area  which 
is  not  broken  by  mountains  and  crevasses.  The  icecap-like  appearance 
is  awesome,  providing  the  visitor  a  unique  experience. 

Glaciers  from  the  icefield  have  cut  deep  fjords  into  the  mountainous 
coast.   Dense,  rain  forest- type  vegetation  cloaks  the  cliffs  and 
mountains.   Marine  mammals  and  sea  birds  abound  on  these  cliffs  and 
in  the  fjords. 

5«   Cape  ?lrus  ens  tern  National  Monument.   The  proposed.  Cape  FCrusenstern 
National  Monument,  situated "north  of  the  Arctic  Circle  in  northwestern 
Alaska,  will  protect  an  internationally  significant  series  of  archec- 
logical  sites.   The  area  proposed  for  the  national  monument,  comprising 
approximately  350,000  acres,  includes  a  level  coastal  plain  dotted  with 
sizable  lagoons,  which  on  the  east  meets  an  ancient  sea  cliff  and  lev 
rolling  hills.  T.^ie   area  illustrates,  in  a  horizontal  stratigraphy  of 
beach  ridges  that  is  unique  in  size  and  scope,  every  known  cultural 
period  in  arctic  Alaska;  this  succession  of  llh  gravel  beaches  extends 
from  1  1/2  to  3  miles  inland.   The  area,  which  was  ice-free  in  the 
late  Pleistocene,  may  reveal  information  on  the  peopling  of  the 
Americas  across  the  thousand-mile  wide  Bering  Land  Bridge.   The  land  brid. 
is  now  partially  under  water. 

The  national  monument,  in  addition  to  its  archeological  significance, 
will  provide  a  representative  segment  of  arctic  coastal  tundra,  a  type 
of  ecosystem  not  new  represented  in  the  National  Park  System.   The 
long  term  stability  of  the  coast  also  makes  the  area  significant  for 
studies  Ox    sea  level  and  coastal  currents. 
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Management  of  the  area  vill  be  to  preserve  evidence  of  prehistoric 
man  and  his  environment  for  study  by  scientists  and  for  other  visitors. 
Developments  will  be  minimal  to  preserve  the  overall  scene  and  prevent 
damage  to  the  fragile  ecosystems. 

6#   Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument.   The  proposed  Kobuk  Valley  National 
Monument,  comprising  about  1,850,000  acres,  is  located  above  the  Arctic 
Circle  in  the  central  Kobuk  Valley  in  northwestern  Alaska.   It  is 
bounded  on  the  north  by  the  crest  of  the  Baird  Mountains  and  on  the  sout! 
by  the  Waring  Mountains.   It  includes  the  Kobuk  River,  with  its  ciyraid 
meander  sloughs  arid  oxbow  lakes,  the  Great  Kobuk  Sand  Dunes,  coverij 
more  than  20  square  mil.es  that  are  the  relics  -of  a  prehistoric  dune  i  -  ■ 
covering  over  300  square  miles,  and  the  Salmon  River.   The  Salmon  PJ 
is  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system,  and 
classification  as  a  wild  river.   The  monument  is  representative  of  be 
the  Western  Interior  Alaska  and  Brooks  Range  physiographic  province, 
and  includes  the  northwestern  limits  of  boreal  forest.   The  northern 
portion  of  the  winter  range  of  the  Arctic  caribou  herd  and  several 
important  migration  routes  lie  within  the  proposal.  Moose,  black  ana 
grizzly  bear,  and  wolves  are  indigenous. 

Provision  is  made  in  the  legislation  for  inclusion  of  those  parts  of 
the  Onion  Portage  area  that  are  not  selected  by  native  corporations 
pursuant  to  ANCSA  as  part  of  the  monument;  Onion  Portage  is  one  of 
the  most  important  archeological  sites  in  arctic  North  America, 
with  over  30  cultural  horizons. 

The  portion  of  the  Kobuk  Valley  included  in  the  monument  has  an  appeal 
as  a  "friendly"  /..ace,  which  is  rare  for  the  arctic.   Boating  is  safe 
and  easy,  and  there  is  excellent  hiking  on  the  dunes  and  in  the  Waring 
Mountains.   The  Baird  Mountains  offer  excellent  mountaineering  opport 

?•   Lake  Clark  National  Park.   The  proposed  Lake  Clark  National  Park,  of 
approximately  2,610,000  cores,  is  located  north  of  the  existing 
National  Monument  on  the  Cook  Inlet.   It  straddles  the  Alaska  and 
Aleutian  Mountain  ranges,  and  includes  a  series  of  glacier-created  1; 
on  the  vest.   The  National  Park  Service  has  been  studying  the  area 
possible  addition  to  the  park  system  since  the  late  1950's. 

In  the  areas  proposed  for  a  national  park,  numerous  valleys  weave  tl 
a  jumble  of  mountains.   There  is  a  maze  of  natural  hiking  routes,  whi 
permit  surprisingly  easy  entrance  to  a  spectacular  mountain  environment. 
The  par];  encompasses  still-smoking  volcanoes,  spectacular  spires,  and 
glaciers. 
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The  park  includes   a  portion  of  the  Cook  Inlet  ct astline,   vhich  ranges 
from  gentle   alluvial   shapes   in  the  north  to  deeply   incised,    spruce- 
covered  coastal  hills   in  the   south. 

Waterfowl,    seabirds,   trout,   bear,   moose,    sheep  and  marine  mammals 

can  be   found  in  the  park.      Plant  communities  range   from  coastal 

spruce  and  marsh  to  alpine 'meadows  and  lichen  growth  at  high  elevations. 

V/e  have  had  discussions  with   the  Cook  Inlet  Regional  Corporation  re- 
garding the  possibility  of  exchanging  at   some   future  date  land  in 
the  Kenai  National  Moose  Range   for  land  which  they  are   entitled  to 
select   near  the  proposed  Lake  Clark  National  Park.      Presently,    the 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  V/ildlife   and  the  Federal-State  Commission 
are   conducting  studies   of  the  Range   to   determine  whether  some   of  the 
land  is  no  longer  needed  for   the  purposes   of  the  Range. 

Developments    in  the  park  will  be  located  to  maintain  the  ecological  and 
scenic   integrity   of  the  area.      The  area  will  be  managed  as   a  natural 
area  with   the  objective   of  preserving  its   scenic  beauty,   wilderness 
attributes,   areas   of   scientific   interest  and  plant  and  animal  life. 

$•      Wranrell-St.    Ellas  national   Park.      The  proposed  Wrangell-St.    Elias 
National   Park,    including  approximately  8,61+0,000  acres,    is   located   in 
south-central  Alaska,    and  stretches   l6o  miles   north  from  the  Gulf  of 
Alaska,      Much   of  the  V/rangell-St.    Elias   and  Chugach  mountain  ranges 
will  be   included   in  the  park,    including  l8, 000-foot  Mount  St.    Elias 
16,000-foot  Mount  Blackburn  and  the   largest  glacier   system  in  the 
United  States,    including  Malaspina  and  Bering  glaciers   and  Bagley   Ice 
Field,      The   park   includes   spectacular   ice-sculptured  valleys,    rolling 
interior  foothills,    and  a  small   sample   of  coastal  plain.      Abundant 
land  and   sea  mammal  and  fish   species   include  moose;-  wolf;    wolverine; 
black,    glacier   and  brown-grizzly  bear;    caribou;  Dall   sheep;    sea  lions; 
otterc;    seals;    killervhales ;    salmon;    trout;   and  grayling.      A  number 
of  historic   sites    from  the   early  mining  era  in  Alaska  are   located  in 
the  river  valleys  within  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  park. 

The  proposed  legislation  provides  that   the  Secretary  of  Agriculture   and 
the  Secretary  of  the   Interior   shall  consult   in  the  development  of  manage 
ment  plans   for  the  V.'rangell  Mountains  National  Forest   and  the  adjoining 
Vrangell-St.    Elias   National  Park  to  achieve  the  fullest  possible   coor- 
dination  and  cooperation. 

The  park   would  be  managed  to   ensure  maximum  retention  of  the  landscapes 
and  life  forms   in   a  natural   state. 

9*      Cn-tes   of  the  Arctic   National   Park.      The  proposed  Gates   of  the  Arctic 
National  Park,    comprising  approximately  8,360,000  acres,    is   located  in 
the  central  Brooks  Range,   200  air  miles  northwest   of  Fairbanks,   and  a 
similar  distance   southeast   of  Barrow  on  the  Arctic   Ocean  coast.      The 
park  will  protect  Alaska's  most  complete   and 

. .-.     Hie  area' s  seen  ■    .  Lnc 

gaunt   grandeur  of  the  tundra  environment   and  the  vast  open  valleys   and 
sweeps  of  mountains • 
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Mount   Igikpuk,    a  spectacular  turreted  peak  which   is  the  highest   in 
the  central,  and  western  Brooks  Range,   (8,510   feet)   is  included   in 
the  western   portion   of  the  park,   as   are   the  Arrigetch  I'caks  ,   among 
America's  most  precipitous   mountains,   and  Walker  Lake,   on   exceptional 
geological   and   ecological   area.      Several   other  large   lakes   on  the 
southern    flank  of  the   range  are   in  the  proposed  park,   as   are   two  on 
the  Arctic  Slope.      The   eastern  part   of  the  park   includes  the  striking 
mountain  and  valley   formation  called  the  Gates   of  the  Arctic   and 
other  mountains   and  wilderness  made   famous   in  the  writings   of  Bcb 
Marshall,      "e   are  proposing   four  rivers   within  the  park  for  inclusion 
in  the  wild   and  scenic   rivers    system,   and  classification  as   wild 
rivers   ■ —   the  Alatna,   the  Killik,    the  Noatak,    and  the  Tinayguk. 

Wildlife   includes  migrants    from  the  huge  arctic   caribou  herd  as   well 
as   grizzly  bear,   fall   sheep,    moose,   wolves,  raptors,   and  arctic   char, 
lake  trout,   northern  pike  and  grayling. 

Limited  recreation  development   in  keeping  with  the  primitive  character 
of  the  area  appears   to  be  appropriate   for  the  central  portion  of  the 
park.      No   developments    except   for  those  necessary  for  management  purpc 
are  planned  for  the   eastern   and  western  portions. 

10.      Yukc:>-Charley  "atienal  Rivers.      The  proposed  Yuk  on  -Charley  Katie: 
Rivers j   which   comprises   approximately  1,970,000  acres,    is   located   in 
east-central   Alaska,    its   eastern  boundary   the  United  States-Canadian 
border.      It   includes   a  part   of  the  Yukon  River,    and  the  Charley  River 
drainage   in  its    entirety.      The  Charley  River   empties   into  the  Yukon 
between  the   towns   of  2agle   and  Circle,   and  this   confluence   is   within 
the  national  rivers.      The  Yukon  River  area  is  rich  in  history.      Tne 
town  of  Eagle,   which   is   near  the  park  boundary,   has   well-preserved 
buildings    dating  back  to   the  gold-rush  era,   and  there  are  a  number 
of  remains   cf  buildings    along  the  banks   of  the  Yukon  within  the 
national  rivers.      There   are   also  wildlife   resources,    including  the 
highest   known  concentration  of  nesting  peregrine   falcons.      Geologic 
features   include   an   uninterrupted  visible   cross-section  of  rock   strata 
dating   from  Upper  Cambrian   times    (500  million  years   ago)    to   the  press; 

The  Charley  River  basin   is   significant  because  of  its   undisturbed 
nature   yni  its    fine   cross-section   of   interior  Alaska   flora   and   fauna, 
There   is   high   potential   for   recreational  boating  on  the  Charley  and 
for  camping  and  hiking  through    the  Charley  River  basin.      The  Charley 
River   is    recommend  ?-d  by   the   legislation   for  inclusion   in  the  wild  and 
scenic   rivers   system,    and  for   classification  as    a  wild  river. 
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Tie  proposed  lukcn-Charlcy  national  Rivers  will  be  managed  as  a  recreation 
category  area.   Management  will  provide  for  protection  of  and  use  of 
recreational,  historic  and  natural  values.  Along  the  Yukon  River,  r.inorn.' 
leasing  under  1920  Mineral  Laasing  Act  will  be  permitted,  subject  bo 
certain  special  provisions  and  minerals  norr.ally  subject  to  the  mining 
lavs  nay  be  removed  pursuant  to  a  permit  system  in  the  legislaiie:;, 

11.   P— 'kdh  ;.»_!•. ur-uk  .rational  Reserve.   The  proposed  Chukchi-Imurak 
National  Reserve,  comprising  approximately  2,690,000  acres,  is  located 
on  the  Seward  Peninsula  in  northwestern  Alaska.   Hie  area  is  p.  relict 
of  the  much  larger  area  which  constituted  the  Bering  Land  Bridge,   It 
is  a  superb  representation  of  a  great  diversity  of  tundra  communities. 
Wildlife  value:-  of  the  area  are  internationally  significant;  the  wild- 
life are  found  in  the  wetlands,  cliffs  and  estuaries,  and  offshore 
areas  of  the  proposal.   The  area  is  also  of  interest  because  of  the 
volcanic  processes  represented.  Lava  flows  cover  large  areas  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  proposal.   Ash  explosion,  unknown  elsewhere  in 
the  arctic,  have  left  deep-  crater  lakes  in  the  northern  portion  and 
buried,  in  near  total  preservation,  a  prehistoric  ecosystem.   Trie 
area  will  be  managed  jointly  by  the  National  Far};  Service  and  the 
Bureau  of  Sport  fisheries  and  V/ildlife,  pursuant  to  a  joint  management 
plan. 
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National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 

The  proposed  additions   to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  are  the 
results   of  investigations  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries   and  Wildlife. 
Enactment   of  these  proposals  would  result  in  adding  approximately 
32  million   acres   to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  presently 
estimated   at    31  million  acres.     The  areas  would  he   administered  as 
integral  units   of  the  National  'Wildlife  Refuge'  System  pursuant  to  t 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  Administration  Act   of  1966  as   amended  (80  Stat. 
927;   16  U.S.C.    668dd-ee),    and  would  afford  protection  and  preservation 
of  nationally  and  internationally   significant    fish  and  wildlife  popula- 
tions and  their  habitats.     Special   emphasis   is  provided  in  these 
proposals   to   critical  habitat   areas    of  migratory  birds,    seabirds, 
endangered  species,   anadromous  fish  and  marine  aammals. 

Within  the   framework  of  Federal  and  State  laws,   subsistence  would 
be  a  recognized  use  of  the  fish,  wildlife  and  plant  resources  in  the 
refuges  and  the  ranges.     Refuge   designation  of  proposed  lands  would 
not   change   laws   applicable  to  existing  subsistence,    and  authorized 
uses  would  continued  until  it  is  demonstrated  that  they  are  no  longer 
necessary  for  human  c  Arrival.     Hunting,   fishing  and  trapping  will  b~ 
allowed  on  the  areas    subject  to   applicable  Federal  and  State  laws* 
The  Secretary    of  the    interior  would  be  authorized,   however,   to  regulate 
subsistence  uses   for-     ooh  reasons  as  public    saferty  and  to  prevent 
depletion   of  the  resc  -roes  and  thereby  insure  sustained  benefits   for 
all  Americans.      Subject   to  valid  existing  rights,   no  use  of  the  refuges 
and  the  ranges  under  United  States  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws  will 
be  allowed  without  the  express   approval  of  the  Secretary. 

All  areas,   except  the  proposed   !?Noatak  National  Arctic  Range,  would 
be'  studied  for  possible   inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservu-tie: 
System  in   accordance  with   subsection  3(c)   and  3((d)   of  the  Wilderness 
Act.     A  revere   would  bo  rcadr:    to  the  President  amd  Congress  within  three 
years  after  establishment  concerning  their  suitability  or  nonsuit abi.-h. 
for  classification  as   wilderness.      Certain  riverrs  within  the  proposed 
refuges   and  range*  which  have  been  studied  and  ftound  to  be  suitable  woul< 
be  designated   for  protection  under  the  provisions  of -the  Wild  end  Scenic 
Rivers  Act    (62  Stat,    906;   l6  U.S.C .    1271-1287)- 
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Special  efforts  will  be  made  to  coordinate  management  of  fish  and 
vildlife   resources   on   the  refuges    and  ranges  with  that   of  native   arid 
State-owned   lands   and  other  Federal   lands  within,    adjacent  to   and 
related  to  the   refuges   and  the  ranges. 


Alaska  Co" tal   National  Wildlife  Refuges 


This  proposal  to  ado.  approximately  65,000  acres  to  the  National  Wildlife- 
Refuge   System  includes   several  hundred  rock  islands,   spires   and  cliffs 
located  along,   1,500  miles   of  Alaskan  coast.      Two  of  the  proposed  refuges 
will  be  additions  to  existing  refuges — 'the  Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  and  the  Kodiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge — and  the  rest  will  go 
into  three  new  refuges—Chukchi  Sea,  Shumagin  Islands,   and  Barren  Island- 
National  Wildlife  Refuges. 

It  is  estimated  that   the  nesting  sites   of  four  to   six  million  seabirds 
are  included  within  the  land  areas   of  this  proposal.      In   addition  to 
seabird  nesting,   all   the  units   are  important  to  one  or  more   speciea 
of  marine  mammals   including  sea  lions,  walrus,    sea  otters   and  polar  bear? 

Commercial,   fisheries   are   of  prime  economic  importance  in  the  area  below 
the  Alaska  Penin^u"  : ..      Convention  agreements  permit   international   flshirn 
zones  to   located   a  :ct   to  the  Shumagin  Islands,   Kodiak  and  Barren 

Islands   units.      Zones  permitting  loading  and  unloading  of  fish,   fuelj, 
and  supplies   are   al;->c  located  adjacent  to  the  Shumagin  Islands   and  Barrel 
Islands  units. 

Arctic   National   Vi:  ■'  * ?  fe  Refuse 

Located  in  the  northeast  corner  of  Alaska,   extending  along  the  Canadian 
border  from  the  Yukon  basin  to  the  Arctic  Ocean,   this  proposal  would 
establish   a  3. 7c  million  acre  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,    and  the 
existing  6\9  million  acre  Arctic   National  Wildlife  Range  withdrawn   in 
I960  by  Public  Land   Drder  No.    22lU  would  be  added  to  the  refuge. 

The  magnitude  and  diversity  of  habitats  account  for  the  variety  of  fish 
and  wildlife    resources   within  the  area.      Nearly  130  species   of  migrate  y 
birds   use   these  1  ,      Also,    kk  species   of  mammals   depend  upon   t 

land  ba:-.e   for  their  existence.      Thirty-one  species   of  waterfowl  frequent 
tundra  wetlands   and  adjacent   coastal  waters. 
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The  area  is  a  major  migratory  route  for  a  variety  of  shorebirds  and 
waterfowl.  Birds  from  all  four  continental  flyvays  follow  inland 
routes  and  the  Arctic  coastal  route  to  winter  ranges  around  the  world. 
Thousands  of  snow  geese  forage  inland  on  the  tundra  in  late  summer  and 
early  fall  during  their  annual  migration.  Of  special  interest  are  the 
endangered  peregrine  falcon,  and  possibly  the  Eskimo  curlew  which  many 
fear  is  extinct. 

The  calving  grounds  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  (as  many  as  150,000 
animals)  are  entirely  within  the  existing  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range  and  are  of  international  importance. 

Sixteen  species  of  fish  occur  within  the  proposal  including  arctic 

grayling,  anadromous  end  landlocked  populations  of  arctic  char, 

lake  trout,  chum  salmon,  northern  pike,  burbot  and  whitefish.   Though 

no  commercial  fisheries  exist,  all  species  are  important  for  subsistence 

use. 

Iliamna  National  Resource  Range 

The  proposed  Iliamna  National  Resource  Range  includes  approximately 
2.85  million  acres   of  land  and  water  located  on  the  northern  end  of  the 
Alaska  Peninsula  between  Cook  Inlet  and  Bristol  Bay. 

The  terrain  is  diversified  and  includes  heavily  glaciated  mountains, 
alpine-like  meadows,    coastal  bays,   and  numerous  ponds  and  lakes. 
Lake   Iliamna,    in  the  heart   of  the  region,    is  the  seventh  largest  freshwater 
lake   in  the  United  States. 

The  Kvichak  River  system  contains   the  greatest  red  salmon  spawning 
grounds   in  the  world  and  sustains  a  world-renowned  freshvater  trophy 
sport   fishery.      Kvichak  River,  which   flows   from  Lake  Iliamna  to 
Bristol  Bay  has    a  watershed  of  8,000  square  miles,   is  68  miles  long, 
and  has    an   estimated  flow  of  18,000  cubic   feet  per  second.     Luring 
the  period  i960  through   19 69,   the  Kvichak  drainage   contributed  55 
percent   of  the  red   (sockeye)   salmon  caught  in  Bristol  Bey,   33  percent 
of  entire  U.S.   catch,   and  l6  percent   of  the  world  catch.      The  whole 
sale  value  of  this   commercial   sockeye  salmon  fishery  has   averaged 
more  than  $12,000,000  per  year  over  the  past  ten  years.      In   addition 
to  the  red  salmon,   pink,   chum,   king,   and  coho  are   also   found  within 
the  proposal  boundaries.      The  area  supports  a  trophy  sport   fishery 
for  grayling,   arctic   char,  Dolly  Varden,    lake  trout,   rainbow  trout, 
and  pike,      The   fishery  is  the  main  economic  resource  of  the  area. 
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supporting  extensive  subsistence   fishing,   U,000  licensed  commercial 
fishermen,    U,000  to   6,000  support  workers   for  the  fishermen,    23  canning 
lines,   several   salteries  and  freezing  facilities,   and  an  array  of  small 
businesses   supported  by  the  sport  fishery — guiding  operations,  lodges 
and  transportation  services. 

More  then  100  species  of  birds  inhabit  the  area.      Predatory  birds 
include   the  bald  eagle,  peregrine  falcon,   osprey,    and  gyrfalcon,,   and 
Bristol  Bay  is   the  staging  area  for  the  entire  world  population  of 
emperor  geese  and  Pacific  black  brant. 

She  area  would  be  added  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  and 
managed  jointly  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  this  Department  pursuant  to  a  cooperative 
management  plan  which  will  permit  only  such  multiple  use  activities  as 
are  compatible  with  the  protection  and  management  of  the  nationally 
and  internationally   significant   fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  range. 

Koyukuk  N a t i o na .  1 Wl .  1 dl 1 re  Refuge 

Two  units   of  land  in  the  Koyukuk-Innoko  area  of  Alaska  are  recommended 
to  be  set  aside  as   the  Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

The  area  produces  an  annual  fall  flight  averaging  over  80,000  ducks  and 
geese,    and  is  an   important  staging  area  for  other  migratory  birds,,     One 
hundred  and  forty  bird  species  are  common  in  the  area.      In  addition, 
the  xa*xn.y  lakes   and  streams  make  'the  area  prime  habitats  for  furbearing 
animals,   as  well  as  moose,   and  salmon. 

Ihe  Beaver  Mountains  caribou  herd,  made  up  of  3,000  animals,  winters 
in  the  Inncko  Unit.     Black  bear,   grizzly  bear,   and  moose  inhabitat 
both  units.      Forty  percent   of  the  entire  Alaskan  beaver  catch   is 
harvested  in  the  Koyukuk-Innoko  region,   with  approximately  80  percent 
of  this   catch   from  the  Innoko  Unit. 

Noatak  National  Arctic  Range 

The  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  is  proposed  for  addition  to  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  in  northwestern  Alaska  for  the  protection 
of  two  major  actic  valley  ecosystems,  now  virtually  unaffected  by 
civilization. 
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Two  river  basins  are  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  Range,  the  Noatak 
and  the  Squirrel.   The  Noatak  River  rises  in  the  central  Brooks 
Range  and  flews  westward  for  ^50  miles  to  the  sea  at  Kotzebue  Sound. 
The  Squirrel,  57  miles  long  and  draining  the  Baird  Mountains  adjacent 
to  the  Noatak  on  the  South,  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the  Kobuk  Rive: 

Wildlife  :in  the  proposed  range  include  the  nore  than  200,000  nigrs  - 
from  the  Arctic  caribou  herd  (Alaska's  largest),  the  barren-grcu-  : 
grizzly  coir,  Dall  sheep,  noose,  wolves,  wolverines,  and  migratory 
birds,  including  vat er fowl,  raptors,  and  several  Asian  species*   The 
Noatak  supports  the  most  northerly  major  chum  salmon  run  in  Alaska 
and  is  noted  also  for  arctic  char. 

The  area  will  be  added  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  and  nana? 
jointly  pursuant  to  a  cooperative  management  plan  by  the  two  Bureaus. 
In  addition,  the  National  Park  Service  will  perform  certain  advisory 
functions.   The  management  plan  will  provide  for  the  protection  of  he 
natural  features  of  the  area,  for  scientific  research,  enhancement  of 
aboriginal  cultural  uses  and  primitive  types  of  low  density  outdoor 
recreation «   Our  proposal  calls  for  a  report  to  Congress  on  future 
administration  and  management  of  the  area  within  twenty  years  of  its 
establishment. 

Sclawik  National  h':.!  .t.  :'.'e  Rcfure 

Approximately  l„h  million  acres  in  the  Selawik  Lake  area  of  Alaska  is 
recommended  for  designation  as  the  Seiavik  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
The  Chamisso  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  established  in  19h0   by  Proc-lamai 
no.  2kl6   will  be  redisignated  as  part  of  the  Selawik  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  and  added  to  the  refuge. 

The  propose1.,  located  en  the  Arctic  Circle,  is  200  miles  vest-north 
west,  of  Fairbanks,   The  Seiavik  River  is  the  main  water  course  within 
the  proposal.   The  many  forms  of  wildlife,  especially  migratory  -water- 
fowl of  international  significance  are  perhaps  the  region's  greatest 
natural  resource.   The  proposed  refuge  produces  about  a  third  of  the 
waterfowl  within  the  region;  a  majority  of  the  remainder,  including 
all  the  black  brant,  cackling  Canada  geese,  emperor  geese  and  eiders, 
are  produced,  in  the  adjacent  areas.   The  Eskimo  curlew,  thought  to 
be  extinct  or  nearly  so.  was  formerly  an  abundant  nester  in  this 
region  and  may  yet  be  found  in  the  area. 
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Mammals  include  black  and  grizzly  bear,  wolves,* wolverine,  moose,  and 
arctic  fox;  core  than  50  species  are  represented.   A  large  part  of  the 
2^0,000  caribou  of  the  Arctic  herd  winters  along  the  Selawik  drainage. 
Marine  mam-mals ,  including  whales,  seals,  and  walruses,  are  found  in  the 
coastal  waters  adjacent  to  the  .refuge. 

Fish  species  present  in  the  area  include  white fish,  cisco,  grayling, 
Dolly  Verden,  and  lake  trout.  Anadromous  species  include  silver,  ehim, 
king,  and  pink  salmon. 


A  2,r(h   million  acre  area  of  coastal  mountains  between  Bristol  Dav  -  1 
Kuskokvim  Bay  in  southwestern  Alaska  is  proposed  for  designation  as  the 
Togiak  Kational  Wildlife  Refuge.   The  area  is  1j00  miles  west  of  Anchc 
and  is  adjacent  to  the  precipitous  rock  cliffs  of  Cape  NewenhEm  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  one  of  the  most  important  nesting  areas  for  scab ires 
in  Alasi:a.   Tiis  2^7*700  acre  refuge  will  be  added  to  the  Togiak  He*  ti  on  a. 
Wildlife  Refuge. 

The  area  is  the  crossroads  for  waterfowl  and  shorebirds  coming  J? 
wintering  areas  through  the  Facific  Ocean,   Birds  from  the  Asiatic 
route,  mid -Pacific  route,  and  the  North  American  Pacific  Flyvny 
funnel  through  the  are:...   The  coastal  zone  is  the  breeding  ground 
for  all  types  of  migrating  vaterbirds. 

The  proposed  refuge  has  one  of  the  most  diverse  mammalian  faunas 
any  area  in  the  State  with  32  species  of  land  mammals.   In  addition, 
walrus,  sea  lions,  and  ■'*  species  of  seals  occur  in  the  adjacent  eoa; 
waters  and  occasionally  haul  out  on  the  shores  of  the  proposed  re  fa 

The  many  rivers  and  lakes  in  the  proposed  refuge  contain  abundant 
stocks  of  anadromous  and  resident  fishes.  Anadrcmous  fish  of  intero. 
include  white  fish,  steelhead,  and  king,  sockeye,  coho,  pink,  a-. 
salmon.  Rcsj  lent  species  include  rainbow,  Dolly  Verden,  and  lake- 
arctic  grayling,  and  a:: eric  char. 

Yukon  Dell        1   W:i  dlife  Refuge 

The  alluvial  deposits   ."  the  Yukon  and  Kuskokwim  Rivers  have,  thro; 
the  centuries,  formed  a  vast  river  delta  stretching  250  miles  north 
to  south  and  200  aiies  east  to  west.   This  flat  and  nearly  tree] - 
delta  contain  tyi  Leal  arctic  tundra  in  which  have  formed  thousar. . 
of  ponds  and  lakes  varying  in  size  from  less  than  an  acre  to  many 
thousands  of  acres.  Approximately  5.l6  million  acres  of  the  Yuk: 
Kuskokwim  River  Delta  area  of  Alaska,  including  the  2.8  million  ac 
Clarence  Rhode  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  are  recommended  for  C 
as  0 
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'Jhc   Delta  produces  about  80  percent  of  the  swans  and  nearly  all  of  the 
white-fronted  geese  utilising  the  Pacific  Flyway;  also  more  than  half 
of  the  continental  population  of  black  brant,  80  percent  of  the  emperor 
geese,  and  nearly  all  of  the  cackling  geese  are  produced  in  this  are?., 
No  other  area  of  similar  size  is  known  to  be  as  critical  to  so  man;. 
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Most  of  the  mammals  common  in  Alaska,  except  the  high  mountain  species 
are  represented.   Forty-three  species  have  been  noted,  though  populate 
are  not  great.   Marine  species  historically  have  been  a  major  element  : 
the  subsistence  economy  of  residents  in  the  coastal  villages. 

The  large  fishery  resource  of  the  Delta  is  the  primary  factor  which 
permitted  development  of  the  large  aboriginal  population  in  the  region 
subsistence  and  commercial  fisheries  are  major  elements  in  the  present 
economy  of  the  area,   The  1972  commercial  catch  totalled  6.5  million 
pounds  of  king,  chum,  sockeye,  pink  and,  silver  salmon  and  migrating  s; 

Yukon  Flat:-,  national  Wildlife  Refuge 

Approximately  3.59  million  acres  of  the  Yukon  River  Valley  in  east 
central  Alaska,  are  recommended  for  designation  as  a  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.   The  unit,  a  level  flood  plain  basin  bisected  by  the  Yukon 
and  ringed  with  highland:*,  occupies  the  western  half  of  the  largest 
of  Alaska's  interior  valleys. 

Water  is  the  demir.   ':  '  tural  feature  of  the  Yukon  Flats  region  which 
contains  more  than  25.000  miles  of  streams  and  approximately  1»0,000 
small  lakes  and  ponds  eceompassing  over  800,000  acres.   One  hundred 
and  thirty  species  of  birds  have  been  identified  on  the  Yukon  Flats. 
Twenty  species  of  the  waterfowl  nest  on  the  proposed  refuge  and  central 
about  720  thousand  birds  each  year  to  Canada,  the  United  States, 
and  Mexico,;   The  density  of  nesting  ducks  is  estimated  at  99  per  square 
mile,  greater  than  any  other  large  area  in  Alaska. 

Fish  resources  include  both,  anadromous  and  resident  species.  Litt 
commercial  use  is  made  of  the  fishery  resource  as  far  upstream  a1?  the 
Yukon  Flats.   The  fish  habitat  of  the  area  is  essential  to  anadromous 
species  harvested  commercially  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  river  and 
to  the  Bering  Sea  salmon  fish< 
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National  Forest  System 

Title  III  of  this  proposal  vould  designate  three  new  National  Forest 
units  —  the  Porcupine  (5.5  million  acres),  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim 
(7.3  million  acres),  and  the  Wrangell  Mountains  (5*5  miJ.lion  acres). 
In  addition,  the  draft  legislation  vould  provide  for  addition  of 
500,000  acres  of  the  existing  Chugach  National  Forest  to  consolidate 
the  Forest  boundaries. 

The  proposed  legislation  vould  also  designate,  vithin  the  above  units, 
all  or  portions  of  the  Brenner,  Porcupine,  Nowitna  and  Sheenjek  River; 
as  components  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

The  areas  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Forest  System 
are  those  withdrawn  areas  which  have  (l)  nationally  significant  value; 
that  should  be  retained  in  public  ownership  to  assure  permanency  of 
protection  and  continuity  of  management  and  {?.)   the  resources  offer 
a  balance  of  uses  that  would  be  better  managed  under  multiple  use- 
principles  than  under  a  dominant  or  more  limited  combination  of  uses, 
In  addition,  it  was  deemed  necessary  that  the  areas  be  in  manageable 
units  such  as  those  delineated  by  drainages,  ecological  relationships 
or  existing  or  proposed  transportation  systems. 

The  i960  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  is  the  basic  mandate  for 
administration  and  management  of  the  National  Forests.  The  Act- 
directs  that  the-  National  Forests  are  established  and  are  to  be  ad- 
ministered for  outdoor  recreation,  range,  timber,-  watershed  and 
wildlife  and  fish  purposes. 

The  establishment  end  maintenance  of  areas  of  vilderness  are  corisinte- 
with  the  purposes  of  the  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act.   The  For-: 
Service  intends  to  consider  wilderness  along  with  other  resources  in 
its  multiple  use  planning  process.   It  expects  to  propose  and  i dent. if; 
wilderness  study  areas  vithin  three  years  after  the  establishment  of 
the  proposed  National  Forests. 

In  accordance  with  the  reneral  mining  laws,  exploration  and  develop..-- - 
of  "locatable"  minerals  would  be  permitted.  These  lavs  allow  indi- 
viduals to  prospect,  locate,  mine  and  remove  minerals  and  to  obtain 
patents  to  valid  claims.   These  authorized  activities  are  subject  to 
National  Forest  rules  and  regulations  containing  appropriate  environ- 
mental safeguards. 
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Chugach  National  Forest 

Two  isolated  areas,  formerly  in  public  domain  but  adjacent  to  the 
Chugach  National  Forest  are  proposed  as  additions  to  the  National 
Forest  System.   These  areas  were  formerly  public  domain  isolated 
by  the  Forest  Reserve  proclamations  of  the  early  1900 's  because 
of  their  lack  of  commodity  resources. 

The  College  Fiord  is  l6l  thousand  acres  in  Prince  William  Sou's 
An  icy  and  mountainous  hinterland  rising  from  sea  level  to  over 
IOjOOO  feet,  it  is  mostly  rock  and  ice  with  IT  glaciers,  Rainfall 
varies  from  150  to  300  inches  annually.   Scant  vegetation  consists 
of  a  near  sea  level  fringe  of  sitka  spruce,  cottenvood  and  uoturtain 
hemlock  grading  upward  through  alder  thicker s  to  alpine  mats  and 
heath. 

The  Sargent  Ice  Field  or  Nellie  Juan  unit  is  a  2j6   thousand,  acre 
block  on  the  Kenai  Penisula  northeast  of  Seward.   Principally  ice 
and  mountain  tops,  glaciers  feed  the  Nellie  Juan  river  which  flows 
through  a  glacier-carved  valley  into  Prince  William  Sound  at  -ring's 
Harbor.   The  area's  vegetation  is  alpine  tundra  except  for  scattered 
riparian  growth  in  the  river  flood  plains  and  occasional  mountain 
hemlock. 

Porcupine  National  Forest 

This    5.5  million   acre  proposal   for  the  Porcupine  National  Forest   is 
located   in   the   ear. t central  part   of  the  Alaska  Interior.      A  combination 
of  broad  river   flats    and  low- lying  hills,   the  area  is   endowed  with  many 
lakes   and  waterways.      North  America's   fourth   longest  river,   the  Yukon, 
is  joined  by   the  Porcupine  flowing  west   from  Canada.      Out  of  the 
Brooks  Range   to  the  north,    spring  the  Rapid,   Sheenjek  and  Coleen 
while  the  Black  and  Little  Black  meander  through,    draining  the   south- 
east portion   of  the  unit.      The  area  is   characterised  by  extreme 
seasonal   variations   in  climate.      The  northern  half,    above  the  Arctic 
Circle,    experiences   the   sum-Tier's  midnight   sun   and  winter's  prolonged 
darkness.      Seventy  percent   forested,   many  of  the  area's   sev-.-n  eco- 
systems   result   from  succession   following  riverbottom  changes  and 
forest   fires. 
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The  Porcupine  proposal  .contains  _t he  eastern  extension. of  the  Yukon 
Flats,   a  major  waterfowl  "breeding  area.     Upland  vildlife,  big  game 
and  important   fisheries  habitat   exist.      Sportfishing,   hunting  and 
river  and  lake  oriented  activities   could  provide  the  greatest 
recreation  experiences  in  this   area. 

The  densely  forested  area  includes  750  million  board  feet  of  com- 
mercially valuable  saw-timber  as  well  as  being  highHy  valued  for 
vildlife  habitat   and.  watershed  protection.      Old  Indian  sites  and 
the  rich  history  of  the  Hudson's  Bay  company  lend  romance  to  the 
area.     These  sites  will  be  protected  and  archeological  studies 
encouraged. 

WrengeJJL  Mountain  National  Forest 

The  proposed  Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest,    an  area  of  5*5 
million  acres,   is   located  in  southeastern  interior  Alaska.     With 
some  of  the  most  spectacular  mountain  country  in  North  America,    it 
includes  parts   of  the  Wrangell  Mountains,   the  coastal  Chugach  Mountains 
and  the  eastern  tip  of  the  Alaska  Range.     Rugged  peaks  rise  to  16,000 
feet   in  elevation  and  large  ice   fields    feed  massive  glaciers.     The 
Copper  River  courses   south  through  a  portion  of  the  unit   and  drains 
most  of  the  centra],   and  southern  parts.      The  Chitina  and  Brenner 
Rivers  are   important  tributaries.      The  climate  is   a  typically  sub- 
arctic  continental  with   long  cold  winters,   short  warm  summers,   and 
precipitation  which  is   low  in  the  valleys   and  high  in  the  mountains. 
Ten  ecosystems   and  related  vegetation  types   are   represented.      These 
range   from  the  coastal   coniferous    forests   to  the  high   alpine  tundra. 
Most  of  the  area  exhibits   effects   of  glaciation,   and  permafrost  is 
common.,     The  Wrangells   unit  is   one  of  the  more  road  accessible   areas 
in  Alaska.      Light  planes   are   also  a  major  means   of  access. 

Forests   cover   about   30  percent   of  the  area  and  are   chiefly  valued  for 
watershed  protection,  vildlife  habitat,    and  recreational  opportunities. 
Major  stream  and  river  systems   stemming  from  the  vast  mountain-glacier 
complex  of  the  Wrangell  and  Chugach  Ranges  provide  many  water-based 
resource  values,     Of  exceptional  importance  are  habitat   for  wildlife 
and  fish,  water  oriented  recreation, 

Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest 

Spanning  the  middle  Yukon  end  Kuskokwim  River  Valleys,   this   7.3  million 
acre  ar<  a  is  proposed  as  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest.      Lying 
across  the  Kuckokwim  Mountains   on  the  north  and  flanked  by  the  Alaska 
Range   on  the  south,   the  area  contains   extensive   forests,   shrub  thickets , 
bogs  and  marshes  and  other  ecosystems   of  the  subarctic.     Characters 
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by  vinters  of  extended  subzero  temperatures  and  summers  in  the  mid 
70's  or  above,  this  area  experiences  a  brief,  but  productive  growth 
cycle.   Summer  drought  contributes  to  a  pattern  of  frequent  vildfire, 

Over  three- fourths  of  this  area  is  forested,  and  commercial  timber 
stands  occur  on  more  than  one  million  acres.   Providing  up  to  two 
billion  board  feet  of  timber,  this  area,  combined  with  surrounding 
ownerships  could  support  a  major  forest  products  industry. 
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Wild   arid   Scenic   Rivers    Located 
Outs i do  of  Units   of  the   National 


Park,    Refu.'c   and  F  orest   System:; 

Title   IV  of  the  enclosed   legislation  proposes   four  river   segments 
for  addition   to  the  wild  and   scenic   rivers   system  that   are  not 
located  within  units   of  the  park,   refuge  and  forest   systems.     These 
four  river   segments   are  on  public   domain  lands   and  will  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

The  river  component"-   are  as   follows: 

1.  Beaver  Creek  —  a  135-mile  segment,  totalling  200,000  acres,  to 
be  classified  as  a  wild  river.  The  river  is  located  50  miles  north 
of  Fairbanks,  between  Fairbanks  and  Circle.  The  river  is  excellent 
canoeing  water  and  provides  good  fishing  and  hunting  opportunities* 
The  limestone  peaks  of  the  White  Mountains  form  an  almost  continuous 
scenic  background.      Large  mammals   abound. 

2.  Birch  Creek  —  a  135-mile   segment,   totalling  200,000  acres,   to 
be  classified  as   a  wild  river.      The  river  is   located  approximately 

65  miles   northeast   of  Fail-banks,   between  Fairbanks   and  Circle.     There 
are  numerous    sites   for  camping  and  the  river   is  an   excellent   family 
canoeing  stream  throughout.      Good  fishing  and  hunting  opportunities 
are  present.      The  river   flows   through   a  wide  valley  with  moderately 
steep   forested  slopes.      As  Birch  Creek  flows  into  the  Yukon   fiats, 
it  becomes   a  slow,  meandering  river. 

3.  Fortymile  —  approximately  375  miles,   including  tributaries, 
totalling  320,000  acres,   to  be  classified  variously   as   wild,   scenic 
and  recreational.      The  river    segment   is  located  in  east-central  Alaska 
and  runs   up  to   the  Canadian  border.      The  river   and  tributaries  vary 

in  the  headwaters    from  small,    shallow,   swift   streams,   to  meandering 
muskeg  and  become   large,    canyon-bound  streams   with  numerous   rapids 
in  the  middle  and  lower  portions.      Portions   show  evidence  of  placer 
gold  mining  and  early  settlements.     Recreational  gold  mining  can  be 
tried  with   some  probability  of  success.      Hunting,    fishing  and  canoeing 
are  good.      Hiking  and  camping  opportunities  abound. 

k.      Unalakleet   —  approximately  60  miles,   totalling  10^,000  acres,   to 
be  classified  as    a  wild  river.      The  river  is  located  south  of  the 
Seward  Peninsula  and  empties   into  Norton  Sound;   the  downstream  river 
segment   boundary   is   approximately  2k  miles   above  the  mouth.      The 
Unalakleet  Valley   is   generally   four  to  five  miles  wide.     Bluffs 
characterize   some   20  miles   of  the  Unalakleet  before   it  widens   to 
500   feet   near  its   mouth.     Dense  stands   of  white   spruce   along  the 
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ohore  screen  the  view  of  adjacent  areas,.  The  river*  ia  renowned  for 
itft  sport  fishing.  King,  chum,  and  pink  salmon;  griiy.l  iiifc'.;  ami  arctic 
char  are  excellent.   There  is  al30  hunting,  primarily  for  moose,  with 
some  caribou  and  bear,  along  the  river.   The  Kaltag  Trail  passes 
along  the  south  side  of  the  river;  it  is  a  link  in  the  historic  1000 
mile  Jditarod  Gold  Rush  Trail  between  Nome  and  Anchorage;  the  existing 
trail  will  be  preserved. 

The  legislation  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  take  action  required 
under  section  3(b)  —  designating  exact  boundaries  and  preparing  de- 
velopment plans  —  within  three  years  after  date  of  enactment  for  the 
Beaver  Creek  component,  within  tvo  years  for  Birch  Creek,  within  ona 
year  for  Fortymile  and  within  four  years  for  Unalakleet.   It  also 
provides  that  the  total  acreage  figures  for  specific  components 
specified  in  the  bill  will  supercede  the  acreage  limitations  contained 
in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  All  of  the  acreage  of  the  wild 
river  components  is  withdrawn,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  from 
all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  operation  of 
the  mineral  leasing  laws.   Existing  law  limits  these  withdrawals  to 
lA  mile  from  the  bank  of  the  river.   Specific  provision  is  made  for  such 
access  across  the  Fortymile  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary 
to  permit  development  of  asbestos  deposits  in  the  North  Fori;  drainage. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has  advised  that  this  legislative 
proposal  is  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 


Sincerely  yours , 
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Irv  of  the  Interior  "  '        w- 


Hon,  Gerald  R.  Ford 
President  of  the  Senate 
Washington,  D.  C.   20510 

Enclosure 
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